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PREFACE

English language proficiency has long been considered to be a crucially
important component of effective refugee resettlement. Both resettlement
agencies and refugees themselves identify lack of English as a major barrier
to successful resettlement. The need for refugees arriving in the U.S. to use
English is pervasive and immediate, reacting into every aspect of resettlement
from social adjustment to employment; problems in learning English have become
a metaphor for the myriad difficulties refugees face in the United States, so
much so that refugees commonly say that the largest obstacle they face in the
United States is 'English."

The purpose of the Study of the Extent and Effect of English Language
Training for Refugees (MEW) projedt has been to investigate the language
learning experience of recently arrived Southeast Asian adult refugees,
particularly those with little previous edrzation or exposure to Western
culture, and to determine the factors which contribute moat to their
successful English acquisition. Although the project has focused primarily on
federally-funded English language training programs, other factors affecting
acquisition were also considered, particularly those related to the pre-entry
and current resettlement experiences of refugees. Because refugees bring a
wide range `of life and language experiences with them to the classroom,
analysis of the broader language acquisition context provides a more
meaningful perspective from which to view the extent, nature, and
effectiveness of English language training programs throughout the country.

- The SRELT project wad funded by a contract from the U.S. Office of Refugee
Resettlement. Data was collected between October 1981 and June 1983. The
Study was comprised of three phases, each of which used different
methodologies and collected different kinds of information.

In Phas.? I of the Study, mail surveys were conducted to gather information
on the extent, nature, cost and efLect of English language training for adult
refugees in programs being funded by ORR. Three types of questionnaires were
mailed out: (1) a regional questionnaire sent to directors of the Regional
Offices of ORR; (2) a state questionnaire sent to state coordinators; and (3)
a local questionnaire mailed to 327 direct service providers receiving ORR
funds for providing English language training to refugees during FFY 1981 and
FFY 1982. The response rates to the surveys was over 70%.

During Phase II of the Study, intensive on-site program visits were
carried out in eight selected metropolitan areas: San Diego, Seattle, Denver,
Minneapolis /St. Paul, New Orleans, Oklahoma City, Northern Virginia/Washington
DC and Stockton, California. These cities were selected to encompass a wide
range of resettlement contexts and approaches to providing Eglish language
training to Southeast Asian refugees. Up to four ORR- funded programs
operating in a given site were visited, as well as'other selected programs
serving large numbers of Southeast Asians. In all, 22 programs were visited
during the Spring of 1982.



Program visits included several types of data collection: Informal

dicussions were held with 32 program administrators, over 100 randomly
selected teachers, oVir-440 randomly selected students and with bilingual

staff. The primary focus of the visits, however, was on direct classroom
observation, to see and document what was actually happening in the
classrooms, rather than relying only on questionnaires and interviews. The

design instrumentation for the classroom ohmervations were carefully
developed, so that in principle, one could isolate the effects of teacher,
program and student characteristics on classroom events. In all, over 300
hours of structured, detailed observation were carried out in more than 120

classrooms.

An additional component of the Phase II work consisted of household
surveys of local Southeast Asian refugee communities in four of th. eight

cities in which programs were visited. Randomly sampled Vietnamese, Cambodian
and Soong households were interviewed--400 households in all. These community
surveys were designed to provide background information about the target
population for English language training, their utilization of English
language training programs, and their acquisition of English. Statistical

analyses of survey data were carried out to determine the extent of service
utilization by different segments of the target population and to identify
factors which impact service utilization and acquisition of English.

The final component of the project, Phase III, involved a longitudinal
study or tracking of a grout) of recently arrived Southeast Asian adult
refugees. A cohort of 400 recently arrived Southeast Asian adults was
selected at random from the reception_ lists of voluntary agencies in four
cities: Portland, Oregon; San Diego; Oklahoma City; and Denver. Individuals

were given a standardized oral interview test of English proficiency at two

points in time: early in their resettlement and then again about six months

later. Demographic information about the participants as well as their
histories of English language training and employment were also collected.
The Longitudinal Study was designed to examine the relative effects of early

employment versus early language training on refugees' initial acquisition of
English.

A series of reports has been prepared to describe the methods, findings
and recommendations of this Study. A summary Public Report and a technical
report for each of the three phases of the Study are available ::!rough the
Educational Resource and Information Clearinghouse (ERIC) and through the
Refugee Materials Center, U.S. Department of Education, Region VII, 324
Eleventh Street, Ninth Floor, Kansas City, Missouri 64106.

This Study was carried out as a team effort by the Literacy and Language
Program at the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory. Key staff included:

Stephen Reder, Project Director

Lead role in the overall design of the Study, in developing the
methodology for Phase II, the methodology for Phase III and analysis
of Community Survey data. Assisted with program visits and analysis

of classroom observation and Longitudinal Study data.
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Mary Cohn, Phase II Coordinator

Lead role in planning, conducting, analyzing and writing up the

program visits and classroom observations. Assisted with
interpretation of Phase I and III data.

Judith Arter, Phase II,I Coordinator

Lead role in planning, conducting, analyzing and writing up the Phase

III Longitudinal Study ani analyzing the Phase I data. Assisted with

Phase II program visits.

Steven Nelson, Phase I Coordinator

Lead role in planning, implementing, and writing up the Phase I Mail

Survey. Assisted with program visits in Phase II.

Randy Nelson,

Conducted data analysis of the Phase II classroom observation data.

William Sadler

Assisted with conducting the Phase III Longitudinal Study and with
the write-up of Phase I.

Rosalind Samar, Lucinda Wong and Karen Green

Assisted with program visits in Phase II.

Susie Barfield

Responsible for support services and material production-as well as
assisting with project management.

The staff would like to acknowledge the many individuals and proTrams
whose cooperation and assistance were invaluable to the Study. First are

several groups which are so large that we cannot name all of their members:

o the hundreds of program administrators who took precious hours away

from already pressing schedules to complete the mail survey
questionnaires;

o the four hundred families who allowed us to come into their homes to
complete the community surveys in the Minneapolis/St. Paul, Denver,

Stockton, and Seattle areas;

o the teachers and students in the 120 classrooms who allowed us to

come in and observe their classes on several occasions;

o the numerous refugees who participated in the standardized testing

during the Longitudinal Study in Portland, Denver, San Diego and

Oklahoma City;
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o the many part-time bilingual staff who assisted us in conducting the
program visits and community surveys in Seattle, Stockton, San Diego,
Denver, New Orleans, Minneapolis, St. Paul, Oklahoma City and
Arlington County, Virginia.

In addition to these many important but unnamed individuals, a number of
individuals and organizations who played an important role in this Study must
be added. They are:

Phase I

Advisory Board Members:

Jerry Burns
Thomas Dieterich
Thomas Gilligan
Jim Pullen
Joyce Wilson

Phase II

Consultants:

James Nattinger
Joyce Wilson

Field Test Sites:

Kathy Ali, BET/ESL Program
Committee of Spanish Speaking People of Oregon, Portland, Oregon

Nancy Bennani, Refugee ESL
Portland Community College, Portland, Oregon

Tou Meksavanh, Refugee ESL
Mt. Hood Community Co.lege, Portland, Oregon

Carrie Wilson, Women's Program
Indochinese Cultural and Service Center, Portland, Oregon

Joyce Wilson
Chemeketa Community College, Salem, Oregon

Study Sites:

Donn Callaway
Griffin Business College, Seattle, Washington

Rachel Sidaka D:ang Dunning
Seattle Central Community College, Seattle, Washington
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Joyce Xruithof
Edmonds Community College, Lynnwood, Washington

Delight willing & Sara Hogan
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Barbara Doutvlass
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Centre City -Adel School, San Diego, California

AUtumn Xe;tner, Howard & Gretchen Bitterlin
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Jane Gummoo
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Vietnamese American Association, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

Sister Ann Wisda & Margaret Barnett
Catholic Social Ministries, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

Kathleen Lowry
International Rescue Committee, Portland, Oregon

Father John Nghi & Father Vincent Minh
Southeast Asian Vicariate, Portland, Oregon

And finally, Allan Gall of the U.S. Office of Refugee Resettlement, who

provided continual advice, support and encouragement to staff throughout the

Study.



To 411 of those who helped the Study, thank you very much. Despite all of
this help, errors were no doubt made. If so, they are the responsibility of
the authors alone.

We hope that future refugees who come to the United States will somehow
benefit from these efforts as they go about learning English.
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OVERVIEW

Purpose and Approach

The purpose of Phase II of the Study of Refugee English Language Training

is to describe the range and extent of English language training for Southeast

Asian refugees, particularly those recently arrived refugees with little

educational background or experience, to examine factors contributing to

refugee language acquisition, and to outline the effects of programs and

instructional characteristics.

These issues are addressed through analyses of three kinds of data

collected: Direct classroom observations; informal discussions with program

staff and participants; and the community survey, which profiles the

demographic and language acquisition characteristici of the Southeast Asian

refugees living in the service areas of the English language training programs

studied. The purpose of the program visits was to observe and describe the

actual workings of particular English language training programs for refugees:

who is being taught, what is being taught, how English is taught, and what

characteristics of programs and classrooms appear to be relatively

successful. The surveys furnish a means for looking at the complex

interrelationships among utilization of English language training, refugees'

background characteristics, and the acquisition of English and adjustment to

American life.

Cities for site visits were chosen to represent a broad range of

resettlement contexts. Factors considered in selection included economic and

demographic characteristics, welfare and other social service policies,

numbers and ethnic mix of refugees in the area, and number and types of
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English language training programs available. In each locale, project staff

typically visited two to four programs.

The program visits included highly structured observations of six

different classes, each observed in three sessions. Because of the study's

focus on refugees with limited educational experience, classes from the two

lowest instructional levels of each program were observed. Classes from the

second highest level in the program were also observed. In addition to the

classroom observations, site visits included discussions with an average of

four students from each observed class, teachers of each class observed, and

bilingual personnel and program administrators from each program.

Community survey sites (Twin Cities, Seattle, Denver, and Stockton) were

selected from the eight cities based on estimated size of the target group in

the area, differing economic and welfare conditions, and the feasibility of

conducting the interviews; such factors as availability of bilingual

interviewers and the geographical distribution of target households were

considered. In each community survey site, bilingual interviewers conducted

the surveys in VietnaMese, Cambodian and among homes. A total of about 100

eligible households were randomly chosen for interviews in each city. The

number of households interviewed in each ethnic group was, approximately equal

to their proportion in the refugee population of the area. To be eligible for

the survey, a household ha' to have lived in the local area at least one year

and in the U.S. no more than three years.

The findings of the ?haze II study prazented is this eccument ara Dried on

over 300 hours of classroom observation in 132 classes, discussions with 423

students and 139 teachers, 17 bilingual aides and 32 administrators from the

22 visited programs, as well as survey data from 421 refugee households

comprising 948 individual adults.

21
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Study Findings

Refugees' Acquisition of Engliel.

Southeast Asian adult refugees who have come to the United States display

diverse backgrounds and wide variations in English proficiency at entry.

Using self-ratings of English proficiency, the community survey of adult

refugees entering the United States between mid 1979 and mid 1981 shows that
A

only 20% had at least "survival " -level English skills, and only 10% were

sufficiently proficient in English to look for work on their own during their

first month in,the United States. Such proficiency at entry was concentrated

among certain segments of the refugee population--men; younger adults; the

relatively educated; those literate in their native language; those who had

previously learned a second language (other than English); and among those who

had previously taken ESL, either in their country of origin or in a refugee

camp.

Refugees' English proficiency increases as their resettlement progresses.

Among those surveyed who had been in the country 1-3 years, two-thirds (66%)

reported having attained at least survival-level proficiency, and more than a

third (37%) reported having sufficient proficiency for independent job

search. These gains in proficiency are not unifo-mly observed across the

adult refugee population: Previous education, native language literacy, ESL

and/or work experience in the United States are all associated with attainment

of nigher proficiency levels as resettlement progresses. Cutting across all

of these effects are the persistent effects of age on English acquisition.

with proficiency decreasing systematically with increasing age across the

lifespan.
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Refugees' Utilisation of ESL

Southeast Asian refugees resettling in the United States have taken ESL in

various combinations of settings: In the country of origin (usually as part

of formal schooling). in camp programs, and in programs in the United States.

Only a small fraction of refugees received Englisn language training (ELT) in

their native countries. Until relatively recently, the same was true of ELT

offered in the refugee camps. Several years ago, only a small minority of

refugees; received any English language training in the camps. The Community

Survey shows that only 10% of the refugees who arrived in the United States

between mid 1979 and aid 1981, for example, reported receiving any ELT in

camp. The few who did attend camp programs in those years tended to be those

who -.-Ad taken ELT before in their country of originyoung, literate and

educated men. In this way one could say the camp programs appeared at that

time to be extensions of the educational systems of Southeast Asia.

In the United States, meanwhile, ELT had assumed the role of a massive

intervention program. According to the Community Survey, three-fourths of the

refugees entering the United States in the two-year period between mid 1979

and mid 1981 had participated in ELT in this country by mid 1982. Almost all

refugees who do participate in ELT here initiate participation during their

first year of resioence, with diminishing rates of utilization appearing as

resettlement progresses. As English proficiency levels rise and as employment

rates for refugees increase, ELT participation rates decline. Individuals who

nave taken ELT in the United States have averaged roughly 700 hours of

training during their first three years in the country.
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Impact of ESL on English Aquisition

Service providers estimate instructional costs in their ELT programs

typically to be about $2 per student per hour (although the figure varies

widely), from which ELT provision costs can be reckoned to be in the range of

$1,000 - $2,000 per refugee during the first three years. Since some adults

learn second languages without formal training at all, it is important to

examine the impact which this service has on the refugee's development of

English proficiency.

The Community Survey assessed the impact of ELT utilization on acquisition

of the language; it collected self-reported measures of English proficiency

from a large sample of refugees who had been in the United States from one to

three years, together with information about their demographic

characteristics, previous education and literacy, and their employment and ELT

histories.

Demographic variables --such as age--and pre-entry experiences--such as

education in the country of origin, native language literacy, and previous

bilingualism--are the primary determinants of English acquisition. These

factors alone account for a great deal of the observed variation among

individual adult refugees' acquisition of the language. The effects of

post-entry experiences--such as employment and ELT--pale in comparison with

these more potent factors. This is NOT to say that ELT is unimportant: Only

after the effects of these powerful demographic variables and pre-entry

experiences are controlled can the effects of ELT programs be clearly seen.
-4

Among respondents of the Community Survey, ELT does have demonstracle

positive effects on English acquisition. Employment, too, is positively

related to the development of English proficiency, but the effects are not as

strong as those of ELT, especially in the first year or so of resettlement.



Although ELT taken in the camps has a clear effect on refugees' initial levels

of English proficiency, ELT provided in the United States appears to have a

stronger effect on proficiency levels attained later in resettlement.

The Refu NI ELT Classroom--A Cori - its Picture

Although one conclusion of the classroom observations in over 100

different classrooms is that there is in fact no "typical" refugee ELT class,

it is possible to describe the range and variation of the classes observed.

Classes ranged in size from 2 to 34 students, with the average student:teacher

ratio at 13.4, and ranged in length from one to four hours.

A group snapshot of refugee students in English programs at the time of

observations, Spring 1982, shows slightly more males (58%) than females, about

two-thirds of the students under the age of 34, and only about one in nine

over 45. There is a mix of ethnic groups--most classes contain more than one

ethnic group. One in five students in classes observed had no previous

literacy skills, and over half of the students had less than a grade school

education. In about one-third of the classes, literate and non-literate

students are mixed together to some extent.

As the results of the Community Survey might predict, observations show

proportionately more men and younger students in higher level classes and

proportionately more women and older students in lower level classes.

T--oher BehaviorNhat lial:conr. in ZLT Clazzrcoms

Analyses of classroom observations show that a wide range of teaching

approaches, methodologies and techniques are used in refugee ELT; there is no

none approach" for teaching refugees English. IA fact, almost every type of

ESL methodology or approach was observed across programs, from a very strict
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grammar/translation, rote-learning approach in use in a refugee-run program in

Minnesota, to Silent Way in Washington, DC, and Suggestopedia in Washington

State. Overall., however, the most typical approach to refugee ELT is somewhat

eclectic, combining structural approaches (what might be thought of as

traditional 'language lessons', focussing on specific grammar points,

vocabulary, etc.) with some incorporation of more integrated lessons using

situational or notional/functional approaches. In general, structural type

lessons are correlated more with lower level classes and notional/functional

more with higher level classes.

Teachers spend a substantial portion of class time (about SO%) teaching

survival, cultural orientation, or pre-employment skills= this instruction is

usually incorporated into the English language lesson. The overwhelming

majority of classes, in fact, are taught in English and English only. Less

than one in ten teachers observed was bilingual, and bilingual aides were

observed in only one in ten classes.

Teachers in refugee classrooms use many kinds of activities. The most

common activity observed is one defined for the purpose of data recording as

'recitation' --that is structured, teacher-directed question-answer or drill

activity in which explicit answers are expected. This kind of activity was

used over half the time in over half of the classes observed. Besides

recitation, activites are distributed over a wide range; a pattern which

emerges, however, is that teachers tend to direct activities maze often toward

student /teacher interactions (question/answer, listening, teacher/student

play, etc.) than student/student interaction or individual seatwork; which

further analyses indicate that the pattern might affect how students use

English in class.
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Although the greatest emphasis in the refugee English classroom is on

spoken English, the use of literacy constitutes a very important element in

classroom instruction. In fact, in over 70% of classes observed, teachers

presented English in written form at least some of the time. Literacy is used

to instruct both reading and writing and oral English. Most materials in use

in the classroom are in fact written materials of some kind, although drawings

and photos, and realia" or real objects are seen occasionally, particularly

at the lower letikels of instruction. Technological teaching aids such as audio

or video tapes are rarely used. The most common materials in use are in

order, blackboards, books and worksheets.

The finding that literacy figures so strongly into instruction is

especially important when combined with the findings of the community survey

that education and literacy are strong factors in English acquisition.

Further Analyses of classroom observation and discussion with teachers show

that teachers do take the literacy ability of their students into account to

some extent when they teach; for example they use more drawings and photos,

real objects, and require more *physical responses in classes containing

proportionately more students with loW literacy skills. However, one-fifth of

the students in classes observed were not literate and one-fourth to one-third

of classes ix nonliterate and Literate students together. Unless literacy is

carefully taKen into account in class placement, it appears that many

nonliterate students may find those portions of classroom instruction whicn

ase p icr literacy simply inaccessible.

An important overall conclusion of classroom observations is that in class

both teachers and students are overwhelmingly 'on- tasks, focussed directly on

teaching or learning English. There is very little wasted time in refugee

English language classes, for example, out of an hour of instruction, teachers
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spend an average of SS minutes in instructional activities. Students are

generally paying attention participating in instruction to a similarly high

degree.

Student Behavior--What Students are Doing in Classrooms

The most common student behavior observed in classes was coded as "other

on-task --generally listening, following directions or paying attention in

some way, but not speaking, reading or writing. When students do speak in

class, they usually use English, although they tend to speak to other students

more often in their native languages, and to the teacher more often in English

than in the native language. Students were observed actually speaking English

only one-tenth of the observat time, or about six and one-half minutes per

hour. Student behaviors involving the use of literacy -- reading silently,

aloud or writingcomprise a much greater portion of their time in class than

does speaking: For approximately one-quarter of class time, students are

engaged in some activity involving literacy.

In summary, in decreasing order of time spent, students in classrooms are

listening, reading, sting, and last of all speaking English, implying that

the primary students activities are passive and literate.

measuring Student Success in Classrooms

one of the crucial questions addressed by this study is one, that remains

extremely difficult to answer. That is "What works in English classes for

adult refugees"? In other words, what can teacners do to encourage students

to speak, read, write, understand English and make continued progress over

time in improved competence? One of the constraints of Phase II of the SRELT

study is that observations could only be made of students in classes over a
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very short period of timereally just a snapshot. There was no way of

knowing beforehand how what was observed in class was related to "learning"

over time. However, previous research and observations pointed out a few

dependent variables by which to measure student outcomes which are observable

in class.

The first of these, "time on-task" (which as mentioned above is

consistently high in refugee classrooms), was chosen since 'time on-task" has

been demonstrated in previous research to be correlated to learning in

children's classrooms and among adults in lower level basic skills classes.

The second set of dependent variables chosen was student speech

patterns--close observations were kept on a randomly-chosen group of

individuals in the class, and then for the class as a whole, how much they

spoke, what language, and under what circumstances. These variables were

chosen based on an extensive literature review of research in ESL. Another

reason in choosing these types of speech activities as variables is that they

probably most clearly reflect use of English outside the classroom in the

'real world" context. The dependent variable emerged as most informative was

one defined operationally as spontaneous" and 'elaborated' speech

patternsinstances in which English speech was used in the classroom by

students on their own initiative--for example, as a way of communicating in a

spontaneous way not expressly directed by the teacher, or elaborating on a

res2onse requested coy the teacner.

Discussions witn over 400 students did later reveal that stuaents' uze of

£nglisn in classroom was for many the only time they used English at

all--fully one-third of the students said they never speak English outside of

class. But in those classrooms where more student-initiated spontaneous and

elaborated speecn was noted, proportionately more students said they spoke
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EnglIside of class; this is not necessarily a causal relationsh4, but

it islication that patterns of English speech in classrooms might

reds outside of class.

most students' speech acts in the classroom are directed toward

the t however, spontaneous, self-initiated "speaking up* in English is

slighe often addressed to other students. This observation, together

with .ions from student discussions that students frequently ask native

Engliikers for help with schoolwork, suggest that social interaction

pattongst students may be important to consider when analyzing language

use auage learning in classrooms.

Classriables Affecting Student Useof English

Actors consistently emerge as significantly affecting student

spontand elaborated speech in class. First, as class proficiency level

changnges can be seen in student speech patterns. Students at lower

levelheir native language in class more than students at higher levels,

whereents at higher proficiency levels engage in a higher level and

amounlk in English. Higher level students speak "spontaneously* to the

teachohat more often than other students, but overall spontaneous and

elabopeech is not significantly higher than for lower levels,

sugge4at proficiency alone is not the only factor at work in whether

studeak in class on their own initiative.

Szlass size also consistently amerges as correlated to the amount

or st?ontaneous and elaborated speech--as classes get smaller, a much

greatience per student of overall spontaneous and elaborated speech

occurs pattern remains in effect even wnen the effects of class
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proficiency level are controlled. The smaller the class, the more students

speak English on their own.

Third, ethnic mix also appears to be a factor in speech use, though its

effects are not as strong as class size. In classes with more ethnic groups,

teachers use less of the native language, and focus more on student/student

interactive activities than in classes with fewer groups. In classes with

more ethnic groups, more elaborated English response was observed.

Regression analyses of data collected during classroom observations show

that factors measured which predict that most variation in student behavior in

classrooms are previous background and experiential factors, the strongest

predictors being previous education of students. After education, class size

is the strongest classroom context variable predicting overall student

behaviors involving speech, and by far the strongest predictor of spontaneous

speech in class. Percent male in class also predicts student behaviors, and

weaker but still significant predictors are age and literacy of students in

class. The length of time students have been in the United States does not

enter as a significant predictor of in-class student behavior.

Relationships Between Teacher Behaviors_ and Students' Use of English in Class

decause or the correlation between student background characteristics and

student oenavior in classrooms and tt wide variety of approaches and teaching

tecnnigues in use in tne refugee classroom, it is not possible to say wnat

wor;cs best for all students; in fact, tne importance of individual learning

differences strongly suggest that different teacher behaviors may affect

students of varying backgrounds in various ways. Ultimately, therefore,

measures such as those outlined above must be weighed against the goals of

individual students, teachers and programs. If we assume, however, that
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increased spontaneous use of English is a desired and appropriate outcome, we

can identify some teacher approaches that appear to influence use of spoken

English in classrooms.

Although much of the variation in class behavior can be accounted for

statistically by background and context factors beyond the direct control of.

classroom teachers, if class size and class level are held constant,

student generated speech is associated with the teachers use of natural

colloquial speech style, classroom discussions and conversations, unstructured

targeting approach and with the teacher being on-task, student/teacher role

playing activities, and other student/student interaction. These patterns

point to the apparent effectiveness of interactive activities in encouraging

students to use English on their own.

Classrooms with more experienced teachers showed a relatively higher

percentage of student use of self-initiated English. Of the teacher behaviors

recorded during observations, it was found that one way in which more

experience teachers differ from less experienced teachers is in their

decreased use of 'recitation" or structured drill type activities. If the

teacher use of recitation is held statistically constant, the differences in

student spontaneous and elaborated speech elicited disappear, evidence that

one way more experienced teachers have found to encourage students to use

4nglish is to decrease the amount of recitation activities and increase other

types of activities.

Further analyses of observation data, together with administratitre

interviews also point to the importance of teacher style in increasing student

participation and learning. Teacher and administrative discussions also

suggest that factors not directly measureaole by the classroom observations

conducted in ttis study also influence acquisition of English. These include

13
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affective factors such as student and teacher motivation, attitude and student

study patterns at home and contacts with English speakers outside the

classroom. These variables could not be quantified in the same way as

classroom observation data. These factors need to be explored in further

research.

Organization of Report

The remainder of this repot is organized as follows:

Chapter II, Methodology, outlines study methods and approach.

Chapter III, Classroom Observation, explains the approach to observation

results of classroom observations, followed by details of specific findings.

Chapter IV, Findings of On-Site Discussions, presents the information

learned from discussions with students, teachers, bilingual aides, and

administrators in 22 programs visited.

Chapter V, Community Survey Results, discusses in depth the analyses cf

Phase II community survey results from four cities.

These substantive chapters are followed by appendices which contain copies

of data collection instruments and discussion guidelines, and additional

details of definitions, data gathering and analysis procedures used in

conducting classroom observations.

33
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MEWS AND INSTRUMENTATION 0

Introduction

The purpose of Phase II was to describe the extent and nature, and effects

of English language training for Southeast Asian adult refugees, and to

identify factors associated with successful training. The research plan for

Phase II included use of three sets of data designed to provide a broad

perspective for reviewing classroom training for Southeast Asian refugees.

The data thus collected combines information an the resettlement context and

background characteristics of the target population; the viewpoints of both

ELT service providers and recipients and extensive direct observation of

classroom practices and outcomes. The three data sets will be analyzed in

chapters which follow:

1. Classroom observations (132 classes in 22 programs in 8 communities)

2. Face-to-face discussions with program participants, teachers and
administrators (22 programs in 8 communities)

Household survey of refugee families (100 households were sampled in
each of four unity survey sites)

Classroom Observation. First-hand information was needed on what actually

happens in classrooms. In the programs visited, staff observed numerous

classrooms in session. These classroom observitions przvided detail ad

information about student and teacher behaviors in the classroom and

contextual factors in the classroom. The observations were conducted using.a

set of objective instruments. Details of the design of the instrument and the

results of classroom observations are presented in Appendix III -A and

Chapter III of this report, respectively.

15
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©n -site Djimustionji. To further inform the classroom observations,

discussions were held with students and teachers from the classrooms observed,

and with bilingual staff and program administrators. These discussions were

informal and usually t7ief. Project staff followed discussion guidelines to

assure comparability of data across sites and among field researchers.

Results of these discussions are presented in Chapter IV.

Community Surveys. Data collection at program sites was supplemented by

household surveys in four cities. These in -home surveys were undertaken to

provide a profile of the Southeast Asian refugees being served by various ELT

programs in the selected cities, as well as those not attending programs. The

randomly sampled households interviewed provided a picture of the overall

demographics and pre-entry educational experiences of refugee populations in

the area and the impact of these factors, ELT training and work experience on

acquisition of English. Details of the design and results of the Community

Survey are presented in Chapter V of this report.

Site Selection. Although the initial research plan had called for

observation of only,"successful° ELT programs, no consensus emerged as to what

criteria should be reliably used for identifying such programs. It thus

became necessary to use a site selection procedure that did not depend on

idiosyncratic or individual judgments of success. Rather than attempt to

identify "successful" programs in advance, and then observe how their

cnaracteristics relate to features of the resettlement contexts in which they

ooerate (e.g., economic and demographic variables), contrastve resettlement

contexts were identified in advance. Prospective programs were then selected

so that a range of contextual factors thought to affect program participation

or language acquisition would be represented. These factors included
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employment rates, welfare rates, degree of refugee impact on the locale,

program availability and type and potential ethnic mix in classes.

Preliminary data were collected on 22 prospective settings having

significant Southeast Asian refugee settlements. Most major cities having

large numbers of the target population for Phase II of the study--recently

arrived, little-educated Southeast Asian refugees - -were included for

consideration. A mix of medium and large metropolitan areas across the

country was included, as well as four smaller cities. Both cities in the most

heavily impacted states as ones in states which are not as heavily impacted

were considered. Areas with different economic and employment situations were

included for consideration, as well as areas characterized by distinct

policies for public assistance to refugees.

These preliminary background data provided high-level contrasts among

resettlement contexts and program characteristics in prospective settings.

The gross resettlement context was specified by several economic and

demographic variables. For specifying program types, a major distinction was

made between ORR-funded programa offering only English language training and

those integrating English language training with other social services.

The following data was collected for each of the 22 metropolitan areas;

1. Demographic Context

a. total population
b. estimated Southeast Asian refugee population
c. estimated percent of Southeast Asian refugees, arriving in last two

years
d. ethnic mix of Southeast Asian refugees

2. Economic Context

a. unemployment rate as of November
b. welfare grant amounts
c. welfare eligibility requirements



3. Lapguage Training Context

a. number of OUrfunded English language training programs in area

b. number of ORR- funded agencies providing only English language

training
c. number of ORR-funded agencies providing both English language

training and other services

Using these data, potehtial locales were categorized according to several

key contextual and programmatic variables: city size, level of refugee

impact, ethnic mix, welfare rates and eligibility requirements, unemployment

rates, and number and types of English language training programs available.

Grids were generated, comparing prospective cities in these terms. In

cousultation with ORR, these grids were used to select a set of eight

communities representing various English language training contexts,

geographical regions and ethnic mix of Southeast Asian refugees being served.

Four community survey sites were selected from these eight communities.

Table II-1 lists the eight metropolitan areas chosen for site visits, and

shows some of the characteristics used for comparison and selection.

Selecting Programs

After notifying state and regional agencies involved, staff contacted ELT

program administrators to clarify the purpose of the proposed site visits,

request that visits be made, discuss any concerns of program personnel. After

programs consented to the visits, if possible, selection of three programs

witnin eacn city was made. In some cities, wnere many programs were In

operation, it was not possible to conduct classroom observations and visit all

?rcgrams, a city :sad many programs istca as Twin Cities and Seattle) ,

first priority was given to ORR-funded programs serving recently arrived

refugees. If there were many such programs, a choice was made to represent a
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mix of ethnic groups served and a mix of institutional types or program

emphases. In cities where the major programs serving refugees were not

ORR-funded, these programs were visited if possible. Altogether, 22 programs

were selected for visits in eight cities, as displayed in Table



City

Table II-1

CITIZSSZLICCTED--CONTEXT

Refugee*
Impact

(as of 12/81)

Unemployment*
(as of 11/81 U.S.
Dept. Labor Stat.)

Welfare*
Rates

(as of 12/81)

Total Area
Population
(HighSNSA
1,000,000
or more)

Oklahoma City

San Diego

No. Virginia/DC

New Orleans

Minneapolis/**
St. Paul

Denver**

Stockton

Seattle**

Less than 9%
Wtal pop.

Greater than
9% total pop.

Greater than
9% total pop.

Less than 9%
total pop.

Greater than
9% total pop.

Less than 9%
total pop.

Greater than
9% total pop.

Greater than
9% total pop.

*Cut-offs for unemployment rates,
only for comparing cities across

**Community survey sites.

Less than 7%

Greater than
7%

Les. than 71

Greater than
7%

Less than 7%

Less than 7%

Greater than
7%

Greater than
71

$100 or
more per
person/mo.
family 4

$100 or
more per
person/mo.
family 4

$100 or
more per
person/mo.
family 4

Under $100 or
more per
person/ma.
family 4

$100 or
more per
person/mo.
family 4

$100 or
more per
person/ma.
family 4

$100 or
more per
person/mo.
family 4

5100 or
more per
person/mo.
family 4

impact end welfare were arbitrary
different contexts.
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High

High

High,
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High

Low

High
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Selecting Clef es

Within each program visited, the study design called for observing each of

six selected classes three times. Each classroom observation was approximately

an hour in length, so that a total of 18 hours of classroom observation was

conducted in each of the 22 programs. The six classes observed, wherever

possible, were selected in matched pairs, two classes from each of throe

levels (as defined by the programs) of instruction. Because the study focus

was on recently acrived refugees with little prior education, two of the three

levels (four classes) were selected from the first two levels defined by the

program and one level (two classes) from the next -tovhighest instructional

level within the program. At each selected Level, the classes were chosen at

random from schedules provided by the program. In some cases, two classes of

equivalent level were not availabi., and the next closest level clas was

chosen. In a few programs, fewer than six classes were observed due to

conflicts of scheduling or the small number of classes offered.

Each class was observed for one hour on each of three different days, so

that the influence of such factors as ethnic holidays, substitute teachers,

unusual attendance, etc., could be minimized. All classes were observed using

identical recording instruments and procedures, described in detail in

Chapter III and Appendix The staff held discussions with all teachers

of classrooms, and selection of students for discassioA was made randomly from

class lists in the classrooms observed.

The "Leveler"

Since ELT is not generally organized into proficiency levels which are

,standardized across programs, the three different level: bserved two lower,
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one upper) were not necessarily equivalent across programs. For example, the

highest level in one small program serving preliterates was less advanced than

the highest level observed in a larger community college based program. To

facilitate cross-program comparison* and referencing of classroom behavior to

instructional level, an objective gauge of class "level" was needed.

Since individual testing was precluded in this phase of the study, a brief

class exercise was developed and administered once to each class at the end of

the third and final observation hour. The exercise was a teacher-led

question-and-answer activity. A list of "everyday" questions of varying

difficulty was designed (see Appendix 111-C). The questions were randomly

ordered for each class, and teachers asked one question of each student,

moving sequentially through the room. The observer scored responses and these

data were used to construct a scale of four equally-divided class levels

across programs. Appendix 1I1 -13 describes how student responses were coded,

and how the synthetic "level" was created. The "Leveler" data are used

throughout this report to categorize classes observed into rough proficiency

levels for comparative analysis.

Table 11-2 below shows the relationship between levels as defined by the

programs (1.being lowest, 3 being -highest) and leveler response rates, grouped

into four ranges. Leveler data was collected on a total of 121 classes. For

to remainder of report, instructional or cl.ass "level" refers to class

the researchers` leveler response rate.
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Table 11-2

PROGRAK CLASS LEVEL BY REPORT LEVEL
(% OF CLASSES OBSERVED)

Leveler ResponseReport "Level"

Original
Program *Levels 1 2 3 4 All Classes

1 15.7 9.9 5.8 4.1 35.5

2 7.4 9.1 10.7 5.8 33.1

3 1.7 5.0 9.9 14.9 31.4

All Program Levels 24.8 24.0 26.4 24.8 100.0



III

CLASS OBSERVATION

Classroom observation comprised the largest part of the Phase II program

visits. This chapter presents the design of the classroom observations, and

the results of these observations. Detailed procedures for observation,

w rking definitions, copies of the observation instruments, and a summary of

data analysis techniques are presented in Appendices III-A to III-E.

The chapter is divided into four sections, organized as follows:

1. Purpose

2. Design

3. Overview of Classroom Observation Findings

4. Results

A. Classroom and student chara:teristics

B. Teacher behavior

C. Student behavior

D. Factors in variation of student and teacher behavior

E. Relationship between teaching practices and student behavior

Purbose

The goals of the classroom observation were both to catalog the range and

variation in approaches to English language training for refugees and the

apparent outcomes of this training, and to investigate the far more difficult

and controversial question about classrooms: "What works in English classes

for Southeast Asian refugees?' Answering this question involved finding the

relationship between the kinds of training in different classrooms observed,

and the outcomes obse rved.
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To ascertain the nature and variety of language training available for

refugees, it is necessary to describe what actually happens in the

classroom- -that is, h.lo is being taught, what they are being taught, how they

are being taught, and what students are doing in class. Obtaining a valid

description of what students experience in class requires the immediacy of

on-site observations in actual classrooms, using data gathering procedures and

tools which would be consistent across many different kinds of programs and

levels and types of classes. The observations resulted in an overall

description of classrooms, and an account of how teaching content, approaches

and methods, and student bOhaviors vary according to differing classroom

contexts, levels of instruction and characteristics of students.

The second goal of classroom observation, identifying how student outcomes

are related to specific features of English training, is more problematic.

First, there is a wide divergence of opinion as to what constitutes "success"

in language learning for refugees, and how that success is to be measured.

Some measure success by program completion, others by attainment of certain

competency levels, others by whether students gain employment or reach

self-sufficiency. Second, successful language learning, however defined, can

not necessarily be observed at any one time point since learning implies a

steady progress in acquisition and use of the language; classroom observation

cannot capture this progress in class visits over two or three days.

Therefore, the outcome measures or student behaviors ooserved in class need to

be as closely related as L;ossiole to language behavior outside class, 3r they

need to be closely identified with progress through proficiency levels.

Design of the Observation Instrument

The classroom observation was intended to focus on those classroom

features and teacher and student behaviors most likely to be related to
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language learning. To inform the design of the classroom observation

instrument and to achieve the desired focus, a literature search was

conaucted, and ESL and educational experts were also consulted. Because of

the scant empirical research available on classroom behavior in the adult

second language training, especially for populations similar to recently

arrived Southeast Asian refugees, the design was also based on research in

second language acquisition, bilingual education and classroom evaluation.

Time on Task or Allocated Learning Time

The single variable that appears most often in educational research to be

related to student achievement in class is time -on task or allocated learning

time (Fisher, it al., 1980). Time on task can be defined as the amount of

time in class that students devote directly to learning activities, rather

than activities such as socializing, passing out papers, taking attendance,

daydreaming, etc. In designing tne classroom observations, then, it was

assumed that the more time on task behavior seen in clasAr the more likely

students might he to be learning English, and that time on task might be used

as one of the desired outcome measures in the study of classroom process.

Interaction Patterns

To distinguish on-task vs. off-task behavior, the observers must know what

behaviors are related to language learning. Current theory and research

inaicates tnat stuaent interaction may make a difference in achievement of

second language skills for low level students and language learning (Seliger &

Guingras, 1976; Seliger, 1977) such as the study's target population. The

observation instrument therefore recorded students' interaction patterns--

wnetner they were interacting with others, ana with whom they were
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interacting. For newly arrived refugees who have little contact with English

speakers outside of class, these interactions may constitute the primary

social context for using English.

Languages Used

In the English classes, students' speech is not always in English, but

sometimes in the native language (L1). The incidence of L1 was therefore

recorded as another contextual feature of student interaction. It was not

assumed either in Was ooservations or the analysis that speaking LI

necessarily constitutes off-task behavior, but its use needed to be documented

to get a complete picture of possible learning strategies and patterns.

Spontaneous and Elaborated Speech

Research on second language acquisition also suggests that certain speech

behaviors in L
2

reflect successful language learning, particularly a

student's self-generated or "spontaneous" production of 1,2 (Krashen, 1976).

It was therefore decided to track instances of students' spontaneous use of

English in the classroom. Another speech pattern, labeled here 'elaborated"

speech, was also distinguished. Elaborated speech was defined as speaking

English in a lengthy or complex way, such 45 expanding on what someone else in

the class has said.

Literacy

Spoken English is not the only language behavior observable .n

classrooms. Reading and writing skills are both taught explicitly and used as

tools for teaching and learning. Previous research indicates that literacy is

an important factor in acquisition of English and use by Southeast Asian adult



refugees (Radar, 1981, Roder and Green, 1983). The observation instrument

therefore recorded student and teacher use of reading and writing in the

classroom.

Methodological Constraints

Although motivation and other social and affective factors are often

mentioned as being related to second language acquisition, these variables are

difficult to observe reliably in classrooms, though some of the behavior

resulting from such motivators, such as spontaneous speech and willingness to

ask questions or speak to other students in English, might be measured.

In summary, the student behaviors chosen to be measured in the classroom

observations were language used, interaction patterns, use of spontaneous or

elaborated speech, use of literacy, and overall on-task behavior. The

detailed working definitions used by observers are contained in Appendix

III-A. Besides tracking student behaviors, the classroom observations were

designees to record the context in which the behaviors occurred. Therefore,

classroom characteristics such as class size, and physical environment and

teacher instructional practices were recorded during the observations.

A classroom observation context *checklist" was designed to record the

range and variation of teaching practices for Southeast Asian refugees. The

information recorded included both content of the lessons, and approach and

techniques used by the teachers. A copy of the checklist and the working

definitions for its use are included in Appendix

For purposes of the analyses which follow in tnis chapter, student

behaviors were considered the dependent variables, and context factors were

considered the independent variables. Our previous research had shown that

student background characteristics such as age, sex, previous education and

literacy are important variables in language behavior; therefore observations
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also noted the sex and approximate age of the students in the class.

Estimates of other background characteristics were made from information

provided by four randomly chosen students from each classroom with whom brief

discussions were held after class -- results of these discussions are presented

in Chapter IV.

Each class chosen was observed on three different days, taking 40-50

minutes for each observation session. The observation instrument was broken

into four sections:

(1) A *Context Checklist,. which tracked classroom instructional
practices, and such factors as presence of bilingual aides and the
physical environment of the classroom;

(2) A 'Classroom Spontaneous and Elaborated Speech" form, on which
observers recorded instances of spontaneous and elaborated speech on
a classroom seating chart;

(3) A Student Behavior Checklist. Five students were chosen at random
from the seating chart in Section 2--actual.behaviors were recorded
for one minute intervals, two times for each student. These
behaviors were broken down by (1) language spoken, (2) interaction
pattern (with teacher or other student), (3) whether speech was
directed by teacher or was spontaneous or elaborated, and (4) reading
and writing behaviors. Off-task behavior was also noted; and then

(4) Checklist *1 was repeated.

All observations were identically timed using timing tapes, and all observers

used identical procedures for conducting the observations. Additional details

of procedures can be found in Appendix III-S.

Overview of Classroom Observation Findings

Observations of a large number of classes in many different types of ELT

pr)grams mAxes it possible to uescribe the general range and variation of

instructional practices and student classroom behaviors in Southeast Asian

refugee classrooms. Although various stuaent behaviors are typical of certain

English proficiency levels, it remains extremely difficult to say for certain



which student behaviors observable in classrooms constitute outcome measures

of successful learning.

uhservaton data shows that certain instructional approaches are

associated with certain types of student behaviors. The backgrounds of all

Southeast Asian refugee students are not alike, however, and what works for

one student may not be successful for another. The results of the classroom

observations as well as those of the Community Survey strongly suggest that

student background characteristics have a great impact on language behavior in

class and English acquisition in general. Because of the varying backgrounds

and experiences students bring with them to class, no one instructional

approach can be said to work best for all students. In fact, a good deal of

the variation in student behavior observed in these classes can be accounted

for statistically by factors outside the direct control of teachers, including

student age, sex, education, literacy, class size and ethnic mix of stu'Ints.

Nevertheless, some student speech behaviors are highly correlated to

instructional practiceswhether these behaviors constitute measures of

success' depends on the particular English language training goals of the

students, teachers, and programs concerned.

General Classroom Characteristics

Forty percent of refugee classes are held in the morning, another forty

percent in the afternoon, and twenty percent in the evening. The shortest

class lengtn of classes is one hour, the longest four hours- -the most typical

class length is between two and tnree hours.

Ocservations show that in two-thirds of refugee ELT classrooms the

priysical environment is comfortable and appropriate, with no environmental

aetractors to instruction. In the remaining one-third of classes, there are
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some environmental detractors, the Rost common being overcrowded classrooms,

high noise level, bad heating, dilapidated buildings, and presence of children

in the classroom.

Classes range in size from under 5 to 4 students, with about half of the

classes containing 10-20 students. The aver*ge class size is 13.4. These

classes are both smaller than class sizes (stu ent/teacher ratio) reported in

the Phase I survey for programs nationwide, and er than the

student/teacher ratio reported in the Phase I curve s in the particular

programs observed. These differences in reported and observed size may be due

to differences netween enrollment figures and actual attendance, or to

attrition occurring between the time of reporting and the time of

observations, some of which WOK place toward the end of terms. The slightly

higher reported estimates of attendance may skew estimates of cost per student

hour, making tne official cost appear lower than it actually may be.

Student and Teacher Characteristics

The students observed in Phase II program visits are fairly representative

of refugees attending programs nationwide. Characteristics of these students

were compared to data collected in SR= Phase I national survey of local

English language training programs for refugees. The students observed have

azout the same distribution between men and women as nationwide - -with slightly

more men attending classes than women--and approximately the same age

distrioution. Sixty-seven percent of students observed were under age 34,

compared to 70t nationally. The slightly older population ooserved may be due

to tne class selection procedure (which selected two lower level classes, and

one upper level class from each program); findings of the observations suggest

that lower level classes tend to have older students.



Statistical analyses show that certain background characteristics of

students tend to be highly correlated both to one another and to the

proficiency level of the classes they attend. Classes at higher levels tend

to contain younger students, more males, and students with more education.

Lower level classes tend to contain students with less'education and literacy,

and more women and older students. Regression analyses show that the three

student characteristics of sex, education and age alone predict almost half of

the differences in classroom proficiency level. The length of time students

have been in the United States is not statistically correlated to the level of

the students' classes; "new" students apparently enter at all levels of

instruction.

The ethnic distribution of Southeast Asian refugee students in classes

visited is similar to the ethnic distribution of students attending programs

nationwide, representing in order Vietnamese, Khmer, Lao, among, Mien and

Ethnic Chinese groups; slightly more among, and slightly less ethnic Chinese

are represented in classes observed. This difference is due to the fact that

several of the cities visited had at the time a larger percentage of among in

the refuges population than in other impacted areas in the country. One-

quarter of all the classes observed serve only one ethnic group, while the

remainin,i 75% have two or more ethnic groups in the game class.

The literacy profile of the students observed is virtually Identical with

tze national profile: Approximately 20% of the stuoents ooservea are not

literate in any language. The Previous educational experience of students

,;.;.1,!rved 15 appro.iimately tne same as tne national average, tnough mere are

twice as many students in classes observed who had no previous education as

students in programs nationwide, again probably cue to the selection of lower

level classes for observation. Thirtyone percent of students observed have

rod no previous education, and 6l4 have less than a sixth grade education.
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algaLSIOAMMULUMUM

The average experience of the group of teachers observed is a little over

four years. Teachers have gained most of their experience in the programs in

which they are presently teaching. Pn the average, these teachers well exceed

the average minimum experience requiresents listed for teachers in the Phase

survey. There are approximately twice as many female teachers as male

teachers; teachers of both sexes and the entire range of experience teach at

all instructional levels. Eight percent (14) of the teachers are

bilingual--most observed bilingual teachers are men; bilingual teachers are

present in ell instructional levels.

aseelEy of Instructional Patterns

Altnough analyses of classroom observation data show that various aspects

of teacher instructional patterns change to some extent with class size, level

of classes, and characteristics of the students in them, general instructional

patterns of refugee English language training programs can be outlined. (The

section of this report titled Teacher Behavior presents the detailed results

of the 20 teacher variables recorded.)

Teachers spend a substantial portion of class time (50%) teaching

survival, cultural orientation, or pre-employment skills. This instruction is

usually incorporated into the English language lesson, and is taught in

English. Teachers spend 50% of class time on what might be regarded as a

traditional "language" lesson--::nstruction in general grammar, vocabulary,

reading, writing, etc. There is no one instructional approach in use; in

fact, teaching approaches ranging from traditional grammar-translation to

notional/functional approaches can be found in English classes for Southeast

Asian refugees. The most typical approacn appears to be somewhat eclectic,



combining structural approaches emphasizing discrete parts of language with

instruction in more integrated skill: of conversation and literacy.

In tne overwhelming majority of classes (91.3%), English is the only

Language of instruction used by the teacher; few classes offer any form of

translation into the native language. Only 8.1% of the teachers are

bilingual; in just one in ten classes are bilingual aides observed, suggesting

that althougn 42% of local English language service providers report that they

use bilingual personnel (SMELT Phase I survey) as classroom aides, one

bilingual staff person is probably shared by many classes.

Much variation in classroom instruction can be accounted for statistically

by the way teachers interact with students, the way they group them, and the

differences in oral or written focus. Most instruction is addressed to

classes as one large group, though small groups and individual instruction are

occasionally used. The responses which teachers request and the feedback they

give to stuuents during class appear to encourage more interaction between

teacher and student rather than between students. However, a whole range of

other kinds of activities are in use in ESL classes for refugees, with much

individual variation from teacher to teacher.

Although tne greatest emphasis in English language training classes for

refugees is on spoken English, the use of literacy constitutes an important

element of classroom instruction. Most materials in use in classroom are

written materials of some kind, though drawings, photos and realia can be seen

occasionally, especially in lower level classes. Technological materials such

as tapes and videos are rarely used. In over 70% of English classes, the

teaci'er presents talglish in written form at least some of the time, ether as

a means of instruction in spoken English or as a lesson in reading and

writing.
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The finding that literacy figures into a large proportion or instruction

is important. Further analyses of the classroom observation data show that

many teachers do take the literacy ability of their students into

consideration to some extent, and adjust instruction by using more drawings

and photos requiring physical'response and emphasizing money, numeracy and

time skills in classes with lower literacy abilities. However, one-fifth of

students in refugoti English language classes are not literate. Unless

literacy is taken into consideration in class placement, it appears that many

nonliterate students may find those portions of classroom instruction which

assume literacy skills inaccessible.

An important finding of teacher observations is that teachers are also

very much on task. There is very little wasted time in classes, or time spent

on administrative details. In an allotted hour of class time, teachers spend

an average of 58 minutes on instructional activities.

Summary of Student Behavior

Like teachers, students are on-task for a very large part of the class

time: 96% of student behavior is directly related to instruction, and this

oenavior varies little amongst levels, class sizes, and types of students.

The most common behavior (45.5%) observed in classes is behavior that was

cooed as "other on task' --that is, not reading, writing, or speaking. *Other

on task" was usually recorded if students were ,listening,,, paying attention or

following directions. Student behaviors involving use of literacy, that is

reading silently, reading orally, or writing comprise another quarter of class

time (26.60.

when students do speak in class, they usually use English, aithougn they

tend to speak to other students in the class more in their native languages
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than in English. Students were observed actually speaking English 10.6% of

the observation time, or about six-and-a-half minutes per hour. The findings

suggest that most student speech in class is directed toward the teacher

ratter than to other students, but students spontaneous, speech in English,

that is, self-initiated 'speaking up,' is slightly more often addressed to

other students than to the teacher. This observation, plus indications from

student discussions that students frequently ask other students for help with

schoolwork, together with the finding that more spontaneous speech can be seen

in classes with more ethnic groups, suggest that social interaction in the

language classroom say affect learning patterns. Students use not only the

teactex, but each other as resources for practicing English.

How Teacher and Student Behaviors Vary

What teachers teach, that is, the general content and focus of the

lessons, changes little with the level of the classes, though more VESL is

taught at higher levels, and more focus iu put on money/numeracy and time at

lower levels. How teachers teach, however, changes in various ways. At

nigher levels, teachers tend to take a more unstructured_ approach, with

students encouraged to engage in discussion and to call out answers rather

than wait to be called on. A significant way in which teachers vary

instruction at higher levels is in the use of literacy. More

materials are used, and teachers tend to present English more

at nigner levels tnan at lower levels. At lower levels, more

eased materials such as

tnan at nigher levels.

written

in written form

nonliteracy

pictures and real objects are used to aid instruction

As might be expected, certain student and teacner

penaviors change as the proficiency level of the class cnanges.
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Although students at lower levels read significantly less (both orally and

silently) than students at higher levels, they are just as likely to write in

class as students at higher levels. It may be that students in lower level

classes use class time to actually learn to write, while students at higher

levels may practice writing as hodawrk and regard writing in class as a tool

rather than as an end in itself.

Students at lower levels use their native language more than higner level

students, both with the teacher and other students, whereas studen%a at higher

levels engage in a higher level and amount of talk in English. Higher level

students tend to speak spontaneously more often to the teacher, though the

overall spontaneous speech level is not significantly higher than for lower

levels. This suggests that proficiency alone is not the only factor

determining whether a student 'speaks up" in English in class In fact,

students at lower levels w.::e seen speaking English to other students about as

often as at higher levels, again suggesting the importance of stuoent-student

interaction in self-generated speech.

Class Size

Teaching practices differ by class size mainly in classroom management

approaches. The data indicate that teachers are more able to interact with

students Individually in small classes than in larger ones. Further anelyses

show class size as having no significant correlatt= with students' behaviors

wnich are not relating to speaking. An important difference in smaller and

larger classes is that a much greater incidence per student in overall

spontaneous ana elaborated speech in Englisn occurs as classes become

smaller. These data suggest that the smaller the class size, the more likely

Individual students are to speak English on tneir own initiative in class.
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Teacher Experience

Analyses of observation data show very few teacher behaviors to vary with

teacher experience. One significant way in which more experienced teachers do

differ is that they use "recitation" in classes, that is, less structured

drill or questions and answer activity. Classrooms with more experienced

teachers show students having higher per student use of spontaneous or

elaborated English speech. If the use of recitation is held constant, the

difference in spontaneous speech disappears between experienced and less

experienced teachers. indicating that one way which more experienced teachers

have found to elicit English speech is to reduce the amount of recitation type

activity they use. Experienced teachers also tend to use more drawings,

photos and tapes than less experienced teachers, and to correct more often by

recuing students.

Teacher Bilingual Ability

Although the number of teachers in this sample is small (8.1%),

statistically significant differences are noted in their teaching approaches

and student response. Teaching approaches of.bilingual teachers differ from

non-bilinguals mainly in increased use of the native language in class and the

greater emphasis that bilingual teachers tend to place on reading and writing

in class. Bilingual teachers observed spend less time on instructional

activities, aittougn the proportion of time on-task is still consistently very

Align, and students are somewnat less on-task in classes where the native

language is uses.

5i

38



i;exAPrevieEL.L.dt...iestioiiteraofStuderanIts

Since student sex, age, previous education and literacy are so highly

correlated to the proficiency levels of classes, the ways in which classes

differ by level, discussed above, closely resemble the ways in which they

differ by characteristics of students.

Ethnic Mix of Classes

In classes with more ethnic groups, teachers use less of the native

language, and focus activities more on student/student interaction than in

classes with fewer groups. Students in classes with more ethnic groups used

less of the native language with the teacher, and use more elaborated English

with other students. The differences in student behavior by ethnic mix of the

classes again show the importance of student/student interaction in refugee

English language classes.

Predictors of Students' Behavior

In regression analyses of variation in student behavior, class level does

not emerge as a predictor of student behaviors but is overpowered by those

student cnaracteristics which are related to class proficiency. Education,

percent male, literacy and age are the significant background predictors of

txe student behaviors measured. The length of time students have Peen in the

United states goes not enter into the regression equation predicting behavior.

After education, class size is the strongest classroom context variable

predicting the student behaviors measured. Class size is by far the strongest

predictor of spontaneous speech in classes--smaller classes predicting more

spontaneous English speech. Ethnic mix of

predictor of benavior. The only classroom
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or student characteristic
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significant in predicting time on-task is literacy. These analyses again

demonstrate the influence of student background characteristics on classroom

use of English, and the apparent positive effect of smaller class size and

ethnically mixed classes on oral English.

Relationships Between Teacher and Student Behavior

Although much student behavior is strongly influenced by background

factors over which teachers may not have direct control, some instructional

patterns are associated statistically with the student behaviors observed.

Correlation matrices were created for all teacher behaviors and student

behaviors measured, and for these analyses were again performed holding level

and class size constant. These analyses show general relationships; much
44

further analysis would have to be performed for specific groups of classes to

determine which teaching practices *works for specific individuals or groups.

Strongly associated with student-generated speech are teacher use of

ne.,:ural, colloquial speaking style, classroom discussion as an activity,

teacning conversation, using unstructured targeting and teacher being on-task

in class. In addition, with class sizes and level held constant, teacher/

student role play activities and other student/student interaction are also

correlated with students speaking English on their own. Negatively associated

with student generated speech is teacher use of native language in class and

the use of recitation activities. These patterns point to the apparent

ettectiveness of interactive activities in encouraging students to use

Englisn.

Those teacning patterns associated with students being on-task are tne use

of 0400KS, classroom discussion, listening activities, and learning

write. Associated with students being off-task are individualized

40

to read and

instruction,



teaching of survival skills, the use of overly formal English and teaching

content in the native language. These findings are more difficult to

interpret, particularly since such a high overall level of on-task behavior is

seen in refugee English language classes. The only teaching behavior that is

associated both with students speaking spontaneous English and students being

on-task is the use of discussion as a class activity.

A comparison of the same teachers teaching at different levels with

different teachers. teaching at different levels in the same programs shows

that individual teaching style may be a factor influencing student behaviors

of time on-task, spontaneous English speech and elaborated English speech.

These are the same behaviors that are related to teacher experience. It

appears that a teacher's personal style may be importat in influencing these

behaviors, and as teachers gain more experience, they find more effective ways

of eliciting student response.

In summary, the classroom observations show a wide range of instructional

practices being used in refugee ESL classrooms. Teaching patterns are

correlated with classroom context, including class size and ethnic mix of

class and student characteristics, including background, and age and sex

characteristics, present and proficiency level. Proficiency level of classes,

in turn, is closely related to education, literacy, sex and age of students.

Teacner characteristics such as experience, personal teaching style, and

bilingual capability also influence instructional patterns. Literacy,

interaction ana grouping patterns, language used and integrated vs. structural

approach are important ways in whicn instruction is differentiated amongst

classes.

Much of tne variation in student behaviors in class, that is, observable

language outcomes, can be accounted for by differences in student background.



Still, variables which may be in control of programs such as class size and

ethnic mix of classes also appear to influence student outcomes. Small class

size particularly seems to be an important determinant in students speaking

English in class. Teaching practices do influence student language behavior

in important ways and certain instructional choices appear to influence the

amount of English talk students generate and the time in class they spend

on-task. The next section of this chapter presents the data recorded of the

classroom and presents in more detail statistical analyses of results

discussed above.

Classroom Observation Results

General Characteristics of Classrooms

Environment, Instruction Time. In most classrooms, the environment is

adequately suited for instruction. In about one third of the classrooms

visited some detractor was noted, however, such as bad heating, external

noise, or overcrowded classrooms. Table below summarizes beginning

times of classes observed.



Table III-1

TIMES CLASSES BEGIN

Number of
Time of Day Beginning Time Classes

Morning

TOTAL

Percentage of

Ciapsaa_

0800 7 5.8
0830 14 11.7
0900 12 10.0
0930 5 4.1
1000 2 1.7
1030 2 1.7
1100 1 0.8
1130 4 3.3

47 39.1

Afternoon

TOTAL

1200 9 7.5

1230 9 7.5
1300 11 9.2
1330 8 6.7
1400 4 3.3
1500 2 1.7
1600 4 3.3
1700 2 1.7

49 40.8

Evening

TarAL

1800 15 12.5
1830 7 5.8
1900 2 1.7

24 20.0



Thirty-nine percent of the classes observed are held in the morning, 411

in the afternoon, and 201 in the evening. As shown in Table 111-2 below, the

shortest classes are one hour, the longest four hours. The most typical class

length is between two and three hours. Since classes were chosen at random

from the entire range of the programs' course offerings, this distribution is

likely to be fairly representative of times and lengths of English classes

offered for refugees.

Table 111-2

LENGTH OP CLASSES

Minutes Number of Classes Percentage of Classes

60 3 2.6

75 1 0.9

90 2 1.8

120 14 12.3

135 2 1.8

150 16 14.0

165 2 1.8

180 64 65.1

195 1 0.9

210 5 4.4

240 4 .5

Class Size. Average class size observed was 13.4 students. The observed

size is somewhat smaller than the average class size reported in the SRELT

Phase I survey. The discrepancy suggests that there may be a difference in

enrollment figures for programs and in actual attendance, or that some

attrition had occurred between the time of reporting on the survey and the

time class visits took place.

Whatever the reasons for the difference in reported class size and

observed class size, inaccurate estimates of actual attendance may skew the

estimated cost per student, making the cost appear lower than it in fact is,

and making it important for administrators to ascertain actual class size to

accurately measure the size and costs of their programs.
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Table III-3 summarizes the distribution of class size.

Table 111-3

CLASS SIZE

Number of Students
Per Teacher

Percent of Programs
in Phase I Survey

Percent of Classes
Observed in Phase II
Visits

1- 4 7 2.5
6- 9 12 28.1
10-14 23 28.9
15-19 23 23.1
20-24 18 10.8
25-29 10 1.6
30-34 3 0.8
35-39 1 0.0
40+ 3 0.0

Mean 13.4

Student Characteristics--Who Is Being,Tauoht

Southeast Asian refugees participating in English language training

programs observed are not a monolithic group, but a composite of many

different groups, whose language needs, acquisition, and use may vary. The

results of Phase II observations show that refugee students represent diverse

background characteristics, and include a wide range of ages, ethnic groups

and educational experience.

Sex, Age, Ethnicity. Approximately an equal number of men and women were

observed in classes, with slightly more men attending classes. Most programs

observed contain men and women in the same classes. The average age of

students ooserved was 29 years, although students range in age from 18 to over

60. One quarter of the classes have only one etnnic group in the class, even

though most contained a mix or two or three groups. Students in the programs

coserveo are fairly representative of ethnic groups in programs nationwide,



with Vietnamese comprising the largest group observed, followed in order by

Khmers Lao, Emong, Ethnic Chinese. and Mien groups.

Tables III-4 through III-7 summarize sex, and age characteristics of

students observed in classrooms and compare them where possible, to the

profile of students nationwide as reported in the SRELT Phase I nationwide

survey of English language training providers.

Table III-4

OVERALL SEX DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS

Classes Observed

Male 55%

Female 45%

Table 111-5

National Student Profile
Phase I Survey

MIX OF MALES /FEMALES IN CLASSES OBSERVED

58%

42%

Percent Male Percent Female Percent of Classes

0- 9 91-100 3.9

10- 19 81- 90 7.5

20- 29 71- 80 8.5

30- 39 61- 70 10.8

40- ,. 51- 60 13.6

50- 59 41- 50 10.3

60- 69 31- 40 13.4

70- 79 21- 30 10.5

80- 89 11- 20 11.6

90-100 0- 10 10.0
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Table III-6

AGE OF STUDENTS OBSERVED COMPARED TO NATIONAL AVERAGE

Classes Observed*
National Student Profile

Phase I Survey

Age 24 or under 29.1% 31.0%
25-34 37.6% 39.0%
35-44 18.1% 19.0%
45 and over 13.0% 11.0%

*Tnese percentages are based on reports of four students chosen randomly from
each class observed.

,4thnicitv. Table 111-7 shows the ethnicity of students observed in Phase

11 compared to the national profile. Students in the programs observed are

falrly representative of ethnic groups in programs across the nation, with

slightly more among and less ethnic Chinese than in the Phase II sample.

Table 111-7

ETHNICITY OF STUDENTS OBSERVED COMPARED TO NATIONAL PROFILE*

Ethic Group Students Observed*
National Student Profile

Phase I Survey

Vietnamese 36.5% 36.4%
Khmer 19.9% 15.6%
Lao 16.8% 18.8%
among 15.3% 10.5%
mien 4.1% 2.4%
Ethnic Chinese 7.4% I'....2%

Other 0.0% 4.0%

*These percentages are based on self-reported ethnicity of four students
chosen randomly from each class.



Ethnic Mix. Classes vary with respect to the number of different ethnic

groups within a class. Throughout this report, whenever ethnic mix is

referred to, it will mean the number of different ethnic groups in a class.

For example, a class with a low ethnic mix might contain students from only

one ethnic background, whereas a class with high ethnic mix would contain

students tram several ethnic backgrounds. Some programs are targeted for

particular students in ethnic groups, and some classes within programs offer

bilingual teachers or aides in particular languages.

There has been little agreement as to whether classes containing only one

group are more or less successful. In the SRELT Phase I survey, for example,

one factor mentioned as detracting from student success was interethnic

conflict. In interviews during program visits, some teachers indicated that

classes with only one ethnic group are most successful, while others felt that

a mix of groups is most effective.

Mole 111-8 below shows the ethnic mix of students in the classes

observed. As the table indicates, one quarter of the classes observed contain

only one ethnic group in the class, moat classes contain two or three ethnic

groups in the class, and only 8.3% contain four ethnic groups.

Table 111-8

ETHNIC MIX OF CLASSES OBSERVED

One ethnic group only in class
Two etnnic grour- in class
Three ethnic groups in class
Four or more ethnic groups in :lass

6?
48

Percent of Classes

24.0%
45.5%
22.3%
8.3%



Literacy. Table 111-9 below depicts the literacy profile of the classes.

For purposes of this analysis, literacy was defined as one year of school or

more, or a response by students that they were literate in some language. As

the table shows, in 64% of classes, all students have some minimum literacy

skills. In seven (5.61) of the classrooms, however, there are no students who

are literate. Classes appear to be divided to some extent on the basis of

literacy skills of students, non-literates are likely to be ple...:ed in classes

with other non-literates, and literate students grouped together.

Approximately one-third of refugee ELT classes contain a mix of literate and

non-literate students.

Table 111-9

DISTRIBUTION OF LITERATE 4 NON-LITERATE STUDENTS IN CLASSES OBSERVED

Percent of Students Literate* Percent of Classes

0 5.8
1-20 0.8

21-40 8.2

41-60 7.4

61-80 14.0
81-99 0.0

100 63.6

*Based on reports by four students chosen at random from each class.

Table 111-10 shows that the overall literacy rate of students interviewed

is 80.44. The table also shows the literacy profile of the students

nationwide as reported in the Phase I survey of this study.
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Table III-10

OVERALL STUDENT LITERACY

Students Observed

Literate in some language 80.4%

Non-literate in any language 19.6%

National Student Profile
Phase I Survey

81.2%

18.8%

Education. Table III-11 shows the educational background of the sample of

individual students pulled from classes observed compared to the national

profile. Thirty percent of the students randomly chosen from each class have

no previous education, compared to 15.2% nationally. The differences in

education are due to the selection of classrooms observedmore lower level

classes were purposely chosen. Otherwise, students observed have about the

same educational background as refugee students nationwide. They range in

educational experience from no previous education to over 12 years. As Table

III-11 shows, in over half the classes observed, the average previous

educational attainment of the students is less than six years, or about a

grade school education.

Table III-11

PREVIOUS EDUCATION OF SAMPLE STUDENTS

Years Percent of Students Observed*

National Student Profile
Phase I Survey

0 30.5 15.2

1-3 9.8 19.6

4-o 21.0 29.6

7-i2 35.9 31.5

13+ 2.8 4.2

'Based on reports on randomly chosen students from each classroom
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§tudent:Conercations of Student Characteristics

Many student characteristics are highly intercorrelated, and also

correlated with the proficiency level grouping of the class. For example,

there is a strong positive correlation between previous education and level of

class, and there is a negative correlation found between age and class level.

That is, more older students are in lower level classes.

Classes at the higher levels tend to contain more younger students, more

males, and students with more education. Though the exact extent of literacy

cannot be ascertained from the data collected from classroom observations or

the short discussions nild with students, lower level classes contain more

students with less education, and fewer literacy skills, as well as more women

and older students. The middle to highest level classes are virtually 100%

literate. Seventy percent of the classes at the first level (lowest 25%
ti

leveler response rate as discussed above) have more than two-thirds women.

Conversely, in 70% of the classes at the highest level (highest 25%) there are

more than two-thirds men in the class. Ethnic mix does not vary significantly

with class level; both high and low level classes are as likely to contain all

one ethnic group or several. It is important to note that time in the United

States is not significantly correlated to class level, that is, the time

students have been in the U.S. here does not statistically predict their class

level.

Table 111-12 below shows the correlations amongst various student

cnaracteristics and classroom characteristics. An "0" indicates no

statistically significant correlation was found between the two variables, "+"

shows a positive correlation, "++" a strong positive correlation, "-" a

negative correlation, a strong negative correlation. For example,

looming at class size ano level, a++" is snown, indicating that there is a
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positive correlation between the two, that is, increasing education is

correlated to increasing or higher class levels. The table shows that

previous education, literacy, average age and percent male in class are

strongly correlated to increasing class levels. Education is strongly

correlated to literacy, and to being male refle"ting the differential access

to education for men and women in Southeast Asia. For similiar reasons,

literacy is strongly positively correlated with being male, and negatively

correlated to age, that is, older people tended to be less literate in this

sample. Older people also tend to have less previous education, and to be in

classes with more women. Class level is positively correlated to education,

literacy, percent male, and negatively correlated to age. Class size,

however, is not significantly correlated to class level--there are small and

large classes at all levels.

Table 111-12

CORRELATIONS OF CLASSROOM LEVEL, CLASS SIZE, AND
SELECTED STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Class Time in % Male Ethnic
Level U.S. Education Literacy Class Mix

Time in U.S. o

Education ++ o

Literacy ++ 43 ++

% of class male ++ o ++ ++

Average age -- o /WO =. WM A.!

Ethnic mix o o 0 0 +

Class Size co a 0 0 co 0

Key: o no significant correlation

Positive Correlations Negative Correlations

+ a p .05
++ p .01

+++ p .001

p

p

p
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Regression Analysis- -Which Student Characteristics Predict Class Level

A regression analysis* of student characteristics and class level was

performed to determine which student characteristics are most important in

predicting class level. The percent of males in the class is the strongest

predictor of higher class level. Next important are educational background

and average age--more education predicting a higher level, greater age

predicting a lower level. These three student characteristics, sex,

education, and age statistically predict 47%, or almost half, of the variation

in classroom level. The importance of these background characteristics in

English acquisition will also be seen in the results of classroom

4 --

observations, Chapter IV below, teacher interviews, and the community surveys

reported in Chapter V.

Teacher Variables

The teacher characteristics chosen for analysis as possible variables in

student and teacher behavior observed are teacher sex, experience, and

attitudes about certain program features and teaching. Information on

background attitudes was gathered during the discussions with classroom

teachers.

See Appendix III-B for explanation of data analyses used here.

Much of the information from teachers was not quantifiable or suitable for

the kinds of data analysis used for classroom observation, thougn pos:i 1y

important to their behavior and student response. The detailed results of

these interviews are discussed in Chapter IV of this report.
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In the classes observed, there were approximately twice as many female

teachers as male teachers--65.3% of the classes observed had female teachers,

41440.6% male, and 3.8% of the classes had team teaching including both a male

aad a female teacher. There are no differences in levels taught by male or

female teachers; all levels are taught by both sexes. However, most bilingual

teachers are men, probably reflecting the higher educational status of men in

tnese ethnic groups.

There are no differences in sex of the teacher by proportion of male or

female students taught--that is, men and women teachers are both equally

likely to teach classes containing more men and classes containing more women.

Teacher experience. Table 111-13 below shows the total teacher experience

in ESL or working with refugees and their experience with specific refugee

programs visited.

The average number of months total experience for this group of teachers

is 50.4, or a little over four years. Experience ranges from two months to

over eight years, with about a third of the teachers having under two years

experience, a third with 2-5 years of experience and a third five or more

Montns Experience

Table 111-13

TEACHER EXPERIENCE

Percent of Teachers

Refugee or Experience in
ESL Experience Program

12 or under 14% 35.7%

13-24 months 17% 20.0%

25-36 months 11% 16.5%

37-48 months 11% 10.4%

49-60 months 14% 5.2%

60+ months 33% 12.2t

Average

7J

50.4 months 34.5 months
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years. There are no differences in experience between male and female

teachers, and there are no differences in experience in the levels of classes

taught--both beginning and advanced classes are as likely to be taught by more

experienced teachers (see Table 11-14 below). The experience of teachers

within the specific programs visited ranges from one month to 20 years. (In

these last cases, a few career home-economic teachers have been retrained for

a new focus toward ESL instruction for their program, which have recently had

high enrollments of refugees.) The teachers observed have been in the

programs an average of 34.5 months, or just under three years. These data

suggest that most teachers come into the programs with some previous teaching

experience, though about 75% of their teaching experience has been gained in

the program in which they are currently teaching.

The educational background of the teachers or whether they are full or

part-time was not recorded during the site visits for each teacher. However,

information from administrative interviews and conversations with teachers

indicate that a large proportion of teachers hold a B.A. degree and many have

M.A. degrees in ESL. The results of the SkELT Phase I survey show that 38.8%

of service providers require a B.A. for a full-time teaching position; 7.3%

Table 111-14

TEACHER EXPERIENCE BY CLASS LEVEL

Average Months

Class Level in Program

Average Months
Experience With
ESL and/or Refugees

1 28.4 53.1

29.4 55.2

3 35.9 55.0

4 33.7 40.9

mean 32.0 49.4
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require an M.A. for part-time teachers. Only 1.3% of programs responding to

the Phase I questionnaire required four or more years relevant experience.

The teachers observed generally exceed minimum experience requirements of

programs nationwide.

Teacher bilingualism. Fourteen (8%) teachers observe the use of students'

native language for some portion of the class. In the great majority of the

classes observed, teachers are native English speakers, and do not speak any

of the students' native languages.

What RapPens in Classrooms

The next sections of this chapter deal with the aggregated results of

teacher and student observed behavior in all classrooms visited. Some

features of classroom behavior vary with different class size, level, and

characteristics of students and teacher. A discussion of how student behavior

varies, and how teacher and student classroom behaviors are interrelated

follows the aggregated results.

Wht is Being Taught

Teacher Behavior. The classroom observation instrument recorded data on

instructional content, approaches and techniques. The discussion below

presents the overall results of the classroom observation checklist, which

recorded teacher behaviors in classes. For each item recorded, the actual

A copy of the actual form used to track this informatIon is included in
Appendix III-E, as are detailed descriptions of the procedure followed for
its use.



results of the Observations are shown. A detailed explanation of working

aefinitions for the checklist is included in Appendix III-A. In the tables

present, the category is shown, along with the possible choices on the

observation checklist. After each possible choice, the ("N") number of

observations is presented, then the percentage, of these observation periods in

which the behavior was noted, 'none,' 'some' (less than half the observation

period), or 'a lot" (more than half the observation period). The choices

amongst categories are not necessarily mutually exclusive--for example, a

teacher could use books "some," blackboard "some" and tape "a lot" during one

observation period.

Lesson Content. Since many states and programs incorporate survival

skills, orientation and pre-employment training into their English programs,

SAELT ,-taff noted the lesson content of refugee English classes. Topics a-h

in Table 111-15 below axe those topics which might incorporate American life

skills, or "survival skills' into the lesson. "Other" was recorded only if

the content of the lesson was a non-specific "language" lesson such as a

general grammar or reading lesson.

During approximately one-half class time, the lessons have no cultural

orientation or survival skill content. General cultural orientation or

survival skills are incorporated into the lesson to some extent 20% of the

time. This is followed by employment orientation at 12%. It appears that

teachers generally use a good portion of language instruction time, about 50%,

to instruct refugee students in survival skills. Sometimes these skills or

inrormation are taught in the native language (as "i-Li, content"

indicates), but they are usually integrated into English language

instruction. Teachers in refugee ELT are indeed instructing students in



needed life skills; as the results of the community survey will show, it is in

teaching survival skills that programs seem to be the most effective.

Table III-15

8. To what

LESSON CONTENT

content empt ize:

Category N None Some A Lot

a. Medical orientation 686 97.8 0.4 1.7

b. Housing 686 95.0 1.3 3.6

c. Money/numeracy/time 688 93.2 2.2 4.7

d. Transportation 686 96.9 1.0 2.0

e. Shopping 685 96.6 1.0 2.3

f.

g.

Employment orientation
Other cultural orientation/

687 87.8 3.1 9.2

survival skills 690 79.3 4.9 15.8

h. SM. for specific jobs onssw 685 98.4 0.6 1.0

i. LI content 686 97.7 0.9 1.5

j. Other 697 40.9 10.2 48.9

Lesson focus. The results of classroom observations show a wide

distribution of lesson foci, with no one language component receiving the most

emphasis. Some classes may focus only on grammar, others only on conversation

or vocabulary. The smallest portion of time is spent on explicit teaching of

pronunciation, in spite of the fact that site discussions indicate that many

students and teachers alike (see Chapter IV) feel that pronunciation continues

to be one barrier to students' ability to communicate in English outside the

classroom. These data must be viewed with caution, however, since there is no

evidence that proportion of class time spent in any of these areas necessarily

equals haw much is needed or learned.

Data from tne classroom checklist show a range of approaches and lesson

emphases oeing used in refugee ESL classrooms, from a traditional

grammar- translation approach to the use of newer approaches such as Total
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Physical Response and Suggestopedia. The results also suggest that most

teachers sometimes use structuralist approaches, breaking language into

aiscrete parts for instruction. The teaching of conversation and mother"

(which includes language notions and situational English) shows the presence

of a notional/functional or language situational approach also in use in

refugee classrooms.

Table 111-16

LESSON FOCUS

To what extent were the following_ explicitly taught?

Category N None Some A Lot

Learning to read and write 686 61.5 10.5 28.0

Grammatical patterns 675 67.4 9.6 23.0

Vocabulary 686 57.3 15.2 27.6

Pronunciation 679 81.0 11.6 7.4

Conversation 684 69.0 11.0 20.0
Other' 674 82.6 4.3 13.1

.

How English is Taught

Language of instruction. The overwhelming majority of refugee ELT classes

use English as the only language of instruction, and only one class observed

used no English at all. Discussions with students (presented in Chapter IV)

indicate that many beginning students have little or no opportunity to use

4nglish outside the classroom. The observaticr, that over 91% of classroom

language is English (see Table 111-16 below) is an indication that during

class teachers are exposing students to the English language as much as

possiole.

Besides language instruction, other information such as refugee

orientation, survival skills, and job orientation is also usually presented in
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Table 111-17

LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION
(N a 700)

Language of the teacher:

English only 91.3%

Other 1.0%

Englisn and another 7.7%

As table 111-1E below indicates, the incidence of teacher use of

formalized English or pidginized, unnaturally simplified English occurs

infrequently. Most teachers use natural, colloquial American English, thereby

providing a model for the language style which students are most likely to

encounter outside of school.

Table 111-18

TEACHER SPEECH STYLE

To what extent did the teacher use:

Category N None Some A Lot

Formal English 606 93.4 4.6 2.0

Natural/colloquial English 494 4.3 3.2 92.4

Pidgin English 607 92.9 5.4 1.6

As shown in Table 111-17 above, only 8.1% of classes observed had

bilingual teachers. As Table 111-19 below shows, some classes also use

bilingual aides, who are present in only one in ten classes. Englisn speaking

aides aze also present in one in ten classes. When aides are present, they

participate in teaching, interpreting or other duties, including *clerical help

for the teachers, taking attendance, readying materials, etc.

The results of tne Phase I survey of the SRELT study show that 78% of

local Englisn language training service providers use Bilingual personnel in

one or more capacities, and 42% use bilingual personnel as aides. The
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classroom observations indicate that bilingual personnel are present in only

one in ten classrooms, suggesting that bilingual staff tend to be shared by

many classes in a program. Presence of bilingual aides is not related, in

these class observations, to the length of time students in the class have

been in the U.S., another indication that use of aides may be based more on

availability than student need. Since a. few of the teachers (8%) in the

classes observed are bilingual, it again appears that most refugee ESL

students are taught English using English only, without the help of

translation into their native languages.

Table 111-19

CLASSROOM AIDES

How many aides were present?

Classroom Aides Average Number Per Class

Bilingual .1

English only .1

AIDE ACTIVITY

To what extent did aide emphasize:

Category N None Some A Lot

Teaching 352 97.7 0.6 1.7
Individual tutoring 349 98.9 0.3 0.9
Interpreting 354 97.2 1.1 1.7
Taking students out

of class 349 99.7 0.3 0.0
Other 384 86.5 9.9 3.0
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Teacher Interaction Patterns

Teachers manage classrooms in various ways, oath in terms of grouping of

students, interaction between teacher and student, and how teachers direct

students to interact with eacn other.

Grouping. The observations show that most teachers direct instruction to

the entire class. The use of small groups within the class is uncommon, and

individualized instruction also infrequent.

Table 111-20

GROUPING

To what extent was instruction addressed to students?

Category N None Some A Lot

As a whole group 698 7.3 13.2 79.5

In small groups 621 93.2 2.4 4.3

Individually at their seats 623 82.2 6.6 11.2

Activities. Teachers in refugee classrooms use many kinds of activities.

The most common activity is one defined for purposes of data recording as

recitation, including teacher directed group activities with overt responses,

such as question and answer pattern practice or other drills of some sort.

Besides recitation, other activities are distributed over a wide range, as

Table 111-21 ShOWS.

Teachers direct activity more often toward student/teacher interaction

(recitation, listening, teacher/student role play) than student/student

Interaction or individual seatworx. The rare incidence of testing and

assessment observed may be due in part to the fact that teachers knew of the

Study's classroom visits in advance, and generally did not schedule any

testing for days when project staff would be observing their classes.
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Table 111-21

ACTIVITIES

To what extent did the teacher direct student activity towards:

Category N None Some A Lot

Board work/displays 687 88.4 6.8 4.8
Seatwork 683 79,6 5.4 14.9
Testing/assessment 668 98.2 0.1 1.6
Recitation 669 31.4 18.1 50.2
Discussion 681 80.3 8.5 11.2
Listening/comprehension 680 78.7 10.1 11.2
Role playing-teacher/student 687 98.1 1.2 0.7
Role playing-student/student
ether teacher directed- -

student/student interaction

685

684

96.4

87.3

1.8

6.4

1.9

_ 6.3
Other , 671 84.4 3.4 12.2

Targeting. There are several different ways teachers interact with

students to elicit response in English. Teachers in refugee classrooms most

commonly choose a directed targeting approach, asking a particUlax student to

respond. Also common is an unstructured approach in which students respond as

they wish. Less often, teachers also ask for unison responses as well or work

with individuals at their seats.

Table 111-22

TARGETING OF STUDENTS

TQ what extent cud the teach r use the followin tar etin methods?

Category N None Some A Lot

Ur son 674 62.8 17.5 19.7
Unstructured 672 50.6 24.1 25.3
Directed 666 39.2 19.8 41.0
Voluntary 686 93.7 2.9 1.4

Inc lyldual at seat 677 83.6 4.1 12.3Or 688 95.3 1.2 3.5

8 A.,
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Correction. The most frequent correction pattern is immediate correction

of the student by the teacher. Correction by other students occurs

infrequently. The frequent use of teacher revue (repeating the question or

giving a partial answer) suggests that teachers are encouraging students to

correct themselves, a skill which may be important in English acquisition and

uue outside of the clazsroom. The data also suggest that some teachers choose

to co.rect students infrequently or not at all.

Table_III-23

CORRECTION

To what extent was the corrective feedback style:

C2111a2EL
N None Some A Lot

Immediate teacher correction 641 44.3 12.3 43.4

Teacher solicitation
answer elsewhere 675 92.1 4.6 3.3

Teacher recuing student 651 55.6 14.1 30.3

Otner student correction 674 87.1 9.9 3.0

Utter 665 s2.8 1.2 6.0

How English is Presented. The materials used in the English classic= and

tne medium, wnether spoken or written, differentiate English classes for

refugees. As mentioned previously, the written word is a very important

component of instruction, though emphasis on oral English is evidenced by the

ooservaton that English is presented orally to same extent in almost all

clasS:zs.

As tree Lable below indicates, English is ccmmon:,y presented both orally

An: in written form, with very few classes siag no oral English at all, and

only one-fourth of the classes using co written English in instruction.



Table III -24

PRESENTATION OF ENGLISH

To what extent did the teacher present English?

Category N None Some A Lot

In written form 667 26.3 38.1 35.6
Orally 655 5.2 14.8 80.0
Nonverbally 652 96.0 2.6 1.4
Other 654 98.3 0.3 1.4

Response Required. In over 75% of the classes, teachers require no

written response, whereas in only 12% no speaking is required. Physical

response is required in less than one out of ten classes. Most teachers

of refugee ESL are placing more emphasis on spoken English than written

English in the classroom. This finding corresponds to the response of

teachers interviewed; more teachers feel speaking to be more important

than writing for refugee ESL students. Though teachers and administrators

alike frequently mentioned Total Physical Response as a very effective

classroom approach for lower level students, it is only used in about 7%

of the classrooms.

Table 111-25

RESPONSE REQUIRED

To what extent did the teacher require al

Category N None Some A Lot

Written response 669 72.6 9.0 18.4
Spoken response 630 12.2 10.2 77.6
Physical response 673 92.9 4.0 3.1



The providence of written English in class may presume student literacy.

Remember that the random sample of students in these classes shows that about

20% of students are not literate, and literate and non-literate students are

mixed in some classes. The observation that teachers in 26% of the

observations do not use any writing indicates that the literacy ability of

students seems to be taken into account by some teachers. Still, the use of

literacy as an instructional tool in 70% of classes suggests that many classes

or portions of classes may be inaccessible to non-literate students, making

careful placement of these students essential.

Teacher Materials

The observations show that teachers use a wide range of materials in ESL

classes, with board writing, books, and worksheets being used most frequently.

Most materials in use are based on written language. Drawings/photos and

realia are used infrequently, and technological materials such as films,

videos or tapes are rarely used. Tahle 111-26 shows the ranges and emphasis

on different classroom materials.

Table 111-26

TEACHER MATERIALS

4. To what extent did the teacner use:

None Some A LotCategory N

a. board writing 668 49.1 21.4 29.5

b. BOOKS 668 75.4 4.2 20.4

c. Worksheets 672 77.2 4.0 18.8

d. Literacy props 674 92.1 2.2 5.6

e. Drawlngs/pnotos 680 81.8 4.1 14.1

t. Films/vldec 681 99.4 0.0 0.6

y. Tape 682 97.8 0.4 1.8

n. Tanglole oojects 677 92.6 2.1 5.3
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Student Materials

In over half tne observation periods, students were using written

materials at least same of the time. As the table below shows, students

also use other materials, but infrequently. In just six classes observed

did students use no materials at any time. Again, in the use of materials

by students, literacy appears to play an important part in ESL instruction

for refugees.

Table 111-27

STUDENT MATERIALS

5. To what extent were students using at their desks at teachers direction?

Category N None Some A Lot

Written materials 690 41.7 14.8 43.5
Tangible objects 674 96.0 1.6 2.4

Other 680 89.0 3.4 7.6

Overall Patterns

Pace; Time on Task

Teachers' pace in refugee classrooms averages about one-half hour per

topic or activity. Teachers change the focus or content of their lesson

.2 times per seven-minute observation period or on the average of about one

to two times per hour. It is important to note that overall teachers spend

over 974 of class time on direct instruction, with little wasted time or

time spent on activities other than English instruction.
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Table 111-28

TIME SPENT ON INSTRUCTION

Question Average Number Per Observation
(7 minutes)

19 How many changes in lesson
content occurred? 0.2

29 How many interruptions occurred? 0.1

21 How many minutes of the seven
minute period were spent on
instructional activities?

Percent of Time Spent

97.3

Factor Analysis: What Patterns Tend to Co-occur

To examine which teacher behaviors tend to occur together, a factor

analysis was performed. Factor analyis is a statistical technique which

attempts to reduce the number of variables in a data set without losing

.ortant information. To do this, groups of variables which are highly

intercorrelated are treated as a single variable. Each of the new variables

are referred to as factors. The first factor derived accounts for the most

intercorrelation, the second factor for the next higheet amount and so on. In

the technique we used (known as principal axis factor analysis with rotation),

each factor produced is uncorrelated with any other factor. .The names that

are assigned to each factor were cnosen to best describe the important

behavior variables which are related to it.

A factor analysis of teacher behavior observation indicates that certain

teaching patterns are correlated and tend to occur with others, as shown in

Table 1I1-21 at the end of this section. The table shows which behaviors of

tne =served teacner behaviors are related to each factor and their

correlation with the factor. The factor accounting for the most variation in

teacher behavior includes items which g!:oupea around factors of ircuping and
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language medium, with GROUP RECITATION as opposed to INDIVIDUAL SEATWORK.

That is, whole group work and presentation, spoken response, recitation and

direct response tend to co-occur, but tend not to occur when there is

individual instruction, saatwork, targeting the individual at his or her seat,

and the requirement of written response. Written responses, individual

instruction, and seatwork activities tend to co-occur.

Alter the group RECITATION vs. INDIVIDUAL factor was accounted for, the

second group of items which emerges are those which might be seen as a

literacy factor, TANGIBLE OBJECTS vs. WRITTEN lessons. In other words, the

teachers tend to present English in written form when the students are using

written materials, and tnese behaviors tend not to occur when the teacher or

students use tangible objects, or when a physical response is required.

The third factor which emerges after Factors 1 and 2 have been accounted

for is a group of teacher behavior patterns which could be described as a

focus factor; STRUCTURAL/GRAMMAR oriented vs. FUNCTIONAL or SITUATIONAL

oriented. That is, occuring together are discussion, employment orientation,

job specific ESL, and lessons in which language structure is not explicitly

taught, and teacher asking students to correct each other, while grammar

oriented lessons, and lessons containing no survival skill components, tended

to occur together.

The first factor, GROUP RECITATION vs. INDIVIDUAL SEATWORK, is not highly

correlated to the proficiency level of the class; tnese behaviors tend to

co-occur at all proficiency levels.

Factors 2 and 3 appear to be related to proficiency level of classrooms,

with WRITTEN focus correlated more with higher levels, TANGIBLE OBJECTS more

at lower levels. Similarly, FUNCTIONAL/SITUATIONAL approaches tend to be

correlated, with higher proficiency levels focus, and STRUCTURAL /GRAMMAR based

lessons with lower levels.
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Table 111-29

CLASSROOM TEACHER "BEHAVIOR CHECKLIST: RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSIS

Factor 1: Grouping and Language Medium

Group Recitation

VS.

Individual Seatwork

Behavior Observed

Instruction as whole group
Teacher presented English orally
Teacher required spoken response
Recitation activity

Instruction to students individually
Seatwork activity
Targetihg students individually
Written response required

Class Proficiency Level

Factor 2: Literacy

Tangible Objects

VS.

Written

Students using tangible objects
Teacher using tangible objects
Physical response required

Teacher presented English in
written form

Students using written materials

Class Proficiency Lave..

Factor 3: Focus

Structural/
Grammar

VS.

Functiox al/

Situational

Correlation
with Factor

Grammatical patterns explicity taught
Other content (grammar or non-sur7ival)

.66

.63

.79

. 58

-.73
-.70
-.67
-.63

. 19

.59

.73

.67

-.71
-.66

-.45

-.42
-.52

Discussion activity
Lesson focus "other" (not

language structure
Lesson content

employment orientation
ESL for specific jobs

Teacher asks students to correct
each other

.42

. 46

.42

. 42

. 47

Class Proficiency Level .38
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Student Behavior: What Students Do In English Classes

Table 111-30 below lists the means' recorded for various student

behaviors. The mean indicates the average number of occurrences of the

behavior per student, during the observation period. Numbers are not

meaningful, in themselves, but comparisons of the means reveal patterns of

student behavior in the refugee classroom. Appendix III-A contains a detailed

explanation of how behaviors were coded and working definitions of the terms

used in the following section.

Types of Student Behavior Observed. The most common student behavior

observed falls in the category of other on task behavior." This category

includes behavior in which students are on task, for example, listening,

paying attention or doing as directed, but not speaking, reading, or writing.

This behavior occurs over three times more often than the next most common

activity, reading silently, and four times more often than all behaviors noted

for speaking English. These data indicate that on the whole, students listen

in class far more than they speak, read or write English.

Reading and writing are the :%ext most commonly observed student

behaviors; reading silently occurs seven times lore often than reading

orally. Speaking English, either spontaneously or at the direction of the

teacher, occurs about as often as writing, but far less than listening or

reading. English speech as a response to teacher direction of some sort was

3.en as often as student-generated speech, suagestina that students in

c...ithSZL;CMS are more likely to use speech as repetition or response to the

teacher than as a communicative medium.
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Table 111-30

SUMMARY OF STUDENT BEHAVIOR

SPAVE (Spontaneous Average)
ELAVE (Elaborated Average)

Behaviors:

Mean

0.9
0.2

1. DR (Directed Response) 7.9
2. ST (Spontaneous English to Teacher) 0.7

3. SS (Spontaneous English to Student) 0.9
4. ET (Elaborated English to Teacher) 0.6
5. ES (Elaborated English to' Student) 0.5
6. LT (Native Language to Teacher) 0.2
7. LS (Native Language to Student) 2.0
8. HO (Reading Orally) 2.0

9. RS (Reading Silently) 15.1

10. W (Writing) 11.5
11. 0 (Other on Task Behavior) 45.5

12. OT (Off Task) 3.9
13. Q (Observer Can't Tell Behavior) 2.5
14. QT (Student Speaking to Teacher,

Can't Determine Language) 0.1
15. QS (Student Speaking to Student,

Can't Determine Language) 0.8

Composite Variables:

ENG (Spontaneous & Elaborated Var.) 4.6
LANG (Native Language) 2.2

READ (Read Oral & Read Silent) 17.3
(Observer Can't Tell Language)

On TISK (1,2,3,4,5,8,9,10,11) 85.2%

2ercent on :'ask 96.04

The higner incidence cf reading silently, writing and other on task

:=.7.a:2,3 to :t:-.2r 17,2havi.:;r5 3::r.W3 that st-nts in class are enL3age,3 in

ncninteractive benavior far more often than interactive behavior.

One of tne most important overall observations of student behavior is

that, regardless what students are doing in class, the percentage of time



on -task is consistently very high--over 96% of student time is spent on task,

in behavior directly related to classroom instruction.

Student Language

As Table 111-30 above shows, like teacher speech, most student speech in

classrooms is English speech. However, students tend to speak their native

languages to other students more than they speak English to other students,

while they speak English more often to the teacher. This observation might be

accounted for by the fact that very few teachers observed were bilingual. It

is not possible to ascertain from these observations whether students at their

desks were reading or writing a language other than English.

Interaction Types

The results of the observations evidence that most student English speech

is directed toward the teacher rather than to other students. However,

students' spontaneous speech in English, which is most likely to be used to

communicate some need, request some clarification, explain, or socialize, was

slightly more often directed to other students than to the teacher. Students

speak to each other in their native language more frequently than they speak

spontaneously to the ::.eaoher either in English or the native language. Both

t ene fin.!ings suggest that students may use each other frequently as

rescuroas in class, and that the social aspect of speech may be a

factor in lanc:usga le,irning in refugee zlassrcoms.

Factor Analvsis: Patterns of Student Behavior

A factor analysis of the student behaviors was performed to show which

behaviors tend to cluster together, and in what general ways classroom
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behavior varies. The same procedures for factor analysis were used as for

factor analysis of teacher behavior.

The first factor which emerges is READING vs. OTHER ON TASK (listening,

following directions). Reading tends not to occur when 'OTHERS is

recorded. That READING should emerge as the strongest factor reinforces the

other observations of this study which indicate that an important way in

which ESL classes for refugees vary is in teacher and student use of

literacy.

The second factor is ELABORATED SPEECH. Elaborated Average, Elaborated

Speech to Teacher, Asking Questions in Class and overall level of English

are correlated to this factor. Of all the relationships seen amongst

student behaviors, in 132 classrooms observed in student behavior, behaviors

related to the READING and ELABORATED SPEECH factor accounted for 50% of the

variation seen.

The third factor is SPONTANEOUS SPEECH, with Spontaneous Average,

Elaborated Average, and Spontaneous Speech to Teacher tending to occur

together. Fourth is a factor in which use of native language to other

students occurred with the "Question" category of behavior, where the

observer could not tell for sure what students were doing. This factor

indicates that observers tended to be unsure of behaviors in classrooms with

more ruati;e speecn. The fifth significant factor is WRITING vs.

,^11"Prr. zena7iors were observed as :c-,:',ccu:ri;v; signifizantly with

WRITING, t,-..at is, neither speech nor reading seem to go r7r1 'when stldents are

That "..`th-,:" was si-2cm racor2, with 2rotati:

',:he fact th.-It writing is so clearly identifiable as a task that "Other on

Tas* would rarely be chosen by an ooserver if writing were also happening.



Factor 1:

Reading
vs.

TABLE 111-31

FACTOR ANALYSIS: STUDENT BEHAVIOR

Behavior Measures

Reading Silently
Reading Orally

Other an Task Other an Task

Factor 2

Elaborated Speech

Factor 3

Elaborated Average
Elaborated to Teacher
Checklist Item - Communicative

Speech
Overall Level of English

Spontaneous Speech Spontaneous Average
Elaborated Average
Spontaneous Speech to Teacher

Factor 4

Native Language

Factor S

Other
vs.

Writing

L to Student
Q - Can't Tell Behavior

Writing

Other on Task

75

Correlations
with Factor

0.87
0.38

-0.81

0.56
0.48
0.72

0.58

0.79
0.53
0.64

0.76
0.51

0.89

-0.50



Variations in Teacher and Student Behavior by Classroom,
Teacher and Student Characteristics

Class Level

As measured proficiency levels of classes increase, certain aspects of

instruction and student response change to ascertain how refugee classrooms

vary by level. The data collected during classroom observations was broken

down by 4 class levels, as measured by the leveler discussed previously in

Chapter 11.

As Table 111-32 below indicates, significant ways in which teacher

behavior varies by level is in teacher use of writing. At higher levels,

teachers present English in written form more than at lower levels; similarly,

books are used more at higher levels than lower levels, and students are using

more written materials at the teacher's direction at higher levels. On the

other hand, at lower levels, teachers use more literacy props, such as word or

letter charts, and wore tangible objects, drawings and photos. As discussed

above, lower level classes tend to contain fewer literate students, and it

Appears that teachers do adjust some of the materials they use in classes with

nonliterate students, using graphic representations and literacy props to some

extent, instead of using only written materials.

Though more discussion occurs at higher levels; other classroom activities

o of Vary. lower levels, there are 7c re different ir.

..ct :all any of the other za n -ries in

observation .h.str...Iment and are, therefore, coded "other." The Llse of

-)f :owe': 'oorne out

held with teachers, who mention that for lower level classes, particularly

non-literate classes, teacher-prepared materials are often used, and

innovative activities must be tried.

76



At higher levels, teachers use more "unstructured" targeting, that is,

students generally respond on their own, without being specifically asked

to. At lower levels, more physical response is required of the students.

Teachers use "pidgen" or simplified, non-colloquial English rarely, and

then only at the lowest level of instruction. There are no differences by

level observed in the number of bilingual aides in class,' suggesting again

that the use of aides may be more based on availability of aiues than

proficiency of students. There are also no differences by level in the

percentage of time the teacher spends on direct instruction, or the number

of interruptions observed.

These findings demonstrate that teachers adjust their teaching choices

to consider the English proficiency level of the students. Many appear to

be taking. into account the background characteristics of students, for

example, by using some alternatives to literacy for nonliterate students,

and focusing on immediate survival needs such as money and numbers for low

level, often nonliterate, students. The overall amount of literacy used in

the classrooms shows that teachers use reading and writing as a major tool

for teaching English, and suggests that though student literacy is taken

into account in instruction, much instruction still assumes literacy.

Though the a are differences in activities by level, there are no

significant differences seen in lesson focus. That is, lower and higher

level class 3 are both just as likely to focus on learning to read or write,

grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, or conversation. Similarly, most

aspects of lesson content do not vary by level, except that English for

specific jobs (VWI.) is used more at higher levels, and money/numbers/time

is included more at lower levels. What teachers teach does not seem to

change much with levels, but how they teach changes in various ways.
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Teacher Behavior--Variation txi.mh

Table ;11-32 below summarizes those teacher behaviors which vary

significantly by class level. Only those items which, when a test of variance

was performed, vary significantly by different levels, are presented here. If

an item or behavior category does not appear on this chart, there were no

statistically sit_ ticant differences in classes of different levels for this

behavior. For each item or category, the checklist item number is listed,

then the overall mean for all classes is shown. The mean is computed from the

choices: None (1.M, Some (2.0), and A Lot (3.0). Next, the average for each

class level is presented to show the direction and amount of variation. The

statistically computed P ratio and correlation coefficent are shown.

Check-
list
Item No.

Table 111-32

Sit OP SIGNIFICANT VARIATION IN TEACHER BEHAVIOR BY LEVEL

Behavior
Level

Mean 1 2 3

F
4 Ratio Corr.

3 English
presented
in written form

4 Teacher
Materials:
Book
Lit. Props
Drawings/Photos

2.1 1.9 2.0 2.2 2.2 2.82 0.25

1.4 1.3 1.3 1.6 1.6 3.94 0.30
1.1 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.1 3.12 -0.25
1.3 1.4 1.5 1.3 1.2 3.05 -0.15

5 Student Materials
Written Materials 2.0 1.8 1.9 2.1 2.3 5.08 0.32

6 Activity
Diicussion
Other

1.3 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.6 8.49 0.38
1.3 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.2 3.03 -0.26

S Lesson Content
Money/Numbers/Time 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.0 6.24 -0.36
ESL for Specific
Jobs 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1 3.06 0.25
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Table 111-32

Continued

Check-
list Level
Item No. Behavior Mean 1 2 3 4 Ratio Corr.

9 Targeting of Students
Unstructured 1.7 1.6 1.7 1.9 1.8 3.89 0.25

10 Response Required
Physical. Response 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.0 3.35 -0.30

11 Teacher Speech Style
Use of Pidgen Eng. 1.1 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.0 4.69 -0.26

Table 111-33 below lists those student behaviors which vary significantly

by class level. Overall, students at higher class levels differ from students

at lower levels in two behavioral categories: elaborated and spontaneous

English speech, and reading.

As eight be expected* the overall level and amount of talk in English is

significantly higher at higher proficiency levels. Students produce sore

spontaneous h to the teacher, and more elaborated speech to the

students. ver* it is important to note that their overall spontaneous

speech average is not significantly higher than lower levels, suggesting that

proficiency alone may not be the most important factor in whether or not

students speak English opontaneously in class.

At lower levels, students are not as likely to expand on topics, ask

questions in class, or speak to the teacher in English, but students at lower
.10

levels were seen speaking to each other in English about as often as at higher

levels. Again, student-student interaction, or some social aspect of the

classroom seems to be an important factor in students using English in class,

9 Li
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regardless of proficiency level. Students at lower levels use their native

language more, both to the teacher and to other students.

At higher levels, more reading is observed--students spend twice as much

time reading at the highest levels than at the lowest levels. However,

students do not write more at higher levels. In fact, somewhat but not

significantly more writing was observed at lower levels. This observation is

perhaps due to the fact that in beginning classes students may use class time

to learn to write, while the writing at upper levels may be done as homework,

or that upper level students may have different strategies for learning new

materials.

Table 111-33

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT VARIATION IN STUDENT BEHAVIOR BY LEVEL

Overall
Behavior Measured Mean I

DR--Directed Response 6.9 6.7

SS-Spcntaneous
English to Student 0.9 0.6

ET-Elaborated
English to Teacher 0.6 0.2

RS-- Reading Silently 15.2 U.S

QS-Observer Can't
Tell Language
Student is Speaking
to Student 0.8 0.4

Elaborated Speech
Student to Teacher 0.2 0.1

ENG- Spontaneous
& Elaborated
Speech Average 4.6 2.8

READ -Read Silently
Read Oral 17.2 13.7

Level
F-Ratio Correlation2 3 4

8.5 7.7 4.5* 3.5 -0.11

2.7 1.2 2.9 4.6 0.16

0.6 0.5 1.0 3.7 0.34

11.9 16.3 20.3 5.7 0.28

0.8 0.6 1.4 2.8 0.21

b.2 0.2 0.4 7.4 !AM

5,,1 4.S 5.7 4.7 0.30

12.9 18.7 23.4 6.5 0.29
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Table 111-33

Continued

Behavior Measured
Overall
Mean

Level
F-Ratio Correlationl 2 3

To What Extent
Do Students.
Ask Questions 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.7 4.5 0.25

How many students
were using English
that is;

Mechanical 1.5 1.8 1.4 1.5 1.2 10.3 -0.41
Meaningful 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.2 1.7 7.2 -0.21
Communicative 1.8 1.4 1.7 1.9 2.4 20.8 0.60

Despite difference in student behavior between proficiency levels, there

is no difference in the percent of time students spend on task, all

proficiency levels showing very task oriented behavior.

Teacher Behavior by Class Size

Table 111-34 below summarizes the significant variation in teacher

behavior by the size of the class. The table is set up like Table 111-22

above.

Teacher behaviors vary significantly by class size in certain groups of

behaviors which might be seen as classroom management approaches. For

example, instruction is broken up into small groups more when classes are

Larger. Also, teachers require more unison response in larger classes,

whereas unstructured response is more comMon in smaller classes--it is more

manageable to allow students to call out the answer in smaller classes than in

very large ones. In smaller classes, there is signficantly more recuing of

individual students as a way of correcting them than in larger classes. As
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sight be expected, these data show that teachers an able to address students,

individually more in small ClaSses-than in large ones.

Same difference in lesson materials, lesson focus, and content is also

noted by class size. Smaller classes use books more often, larger classes

locus more an money, numeracy and time. Teachers of smaller classes tend to

teach more grammar and language structure, whereas larger classes focus on

these areas less often. There are, however, no ether significant differences

in lesson focus or content by Class size, suggesting that teacher decision on

what to teach are not heavily Influenced by class size factors, but approaches

to teaching are influenced by class size.

As can be seen from the table below, for same items (those marked with *),

a statistically signficant difference is noted in the teacher behavior in

Table 111-34

SUMMARY OP SIGNIFICANT VARIATION IN IMACHER BEHAVIOR BY CLASS SIZE

Check-
list
Item Behavior Mean t1 -41 t14-15} (15 +1 F -Ratio

2 Group size:
whole group' 2.7 2.7 £ 2.6 5.8

mall grout, 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.2 5.2

individual' 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.3 3.7

3 Teacher presents
English orally' 2.7 2.7 2.9 2.6 5.6

4 Materials:
books 1.4 1.6 1.5 1.2 4.2

tape 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.0 3.7

6 Activities:
seatwork* 1.3 1.4. 1.2 1.4 4.2

recitation' 2.2 2.0 2.4 2.1 4.6

*Variance is not linear -- middle group differs

01
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Table /II-34

Continued

Check-
list
Item Behavior Mean 1 -9 10 -15 16+ F-Ratio

7 Focus "other* 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.4 3.9

8 Lesson content
moneyinunereay/
time 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.2 3.3

9 Targeting
unison . 1.6 1.4 1.6 1.8 6.8
unstructured* 1.7 1.8 1.9 1.6 5.4

11 Correction
teacher recue*
student 1.8 2.0 1.7 1.6 5.0

14 Teacher speech
style:
pidgen English* 1.8 2.0 1.7 1.6 5.0

15 Aide activity
aot:Ite 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.2 3.7

17 No. of bilingual
aides per class 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 1.2'

*Variance is not linear - middle group differs

largest groups. These findings asst be interpreted cautiously, as some of the

differences may be due to randaz variation. In these middle-sized groups,

more instruction as a whole group is noted, and less individual instruction.

Also, more instruction is given orally and more oral response is required.

T'gre is less seatwork in the middle-sized group, and more unstructured

targeting and discussion.
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Class Size by Student Behavior. CIAXSZOOM observation analyses do not

show correlation between class size and student behaviors which are not

related to speaking. That is, there are no observed differences between

smaller and larger groups in reading, writing, or "other" (usually listening).

nor in overall time students spend on task. Also, students do not vary in

their use of native language by the size of the class. 11 important

observation, however, is that the smaller the class size, the mire, spontaneous

and elaborated speech to the teacher occurs. A ouch greater incidence of

overall spontaneous and elaborated speech is also observed. These data

indicate that the smaller the class size, the sore opportunity there may be

for students to speak. Large class size seems not to affect behavior* which

are not related to speech, possibly because they are essentially non-

interactive tasksthat is, reading, writing, and listening da not require the

response of another person.

Table 111-35 below summarizes those student behaviors which vary

significantly by class size. The table shows .Lltot those behaviors for which a

significant difference was found by class size. The tables show the overall

mean for all classes, then the means for each of three class size groups. The

1P-ratio follows the means for each class size.
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Table 111-35

SUMMAR! OF SIGNIFICANT VARIATION IN STUDENT BEHAVIOR BY CLASS SIZE

Behavior K asu ad

Class Size

F -Ratio10-15 16+.

ST--Spcsitaneous

English to Teacher. 2.6 3.5 3.0 1.5 12.5

ET--Elabcarated
English to Teacher 0.6 1.1 0.3 0.4 7.4

7-Observer Can't
Tell Behavior 2.5 1.7 2.3 3.5 7.5

Total Spontaneous
to Student and
Teacher 0.9 1.4 1.0 0.3 45.8

Total Elaborated
Speech to Student
and Teacher 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.1 16,4

English Spontaneous
and Elaborated
Total 4.6 6.3 4.4 3.0 10.8

1.1 Total 2.2 1.7 2.2 2.7 3.2

Non-English or
Observer Can't
Tell 5.6 3.9 5.5 7.4 10.5

To What Extant
Were Students
Using English
That is
Mechanical 1.5 1.3 1.5 1.6 3.5
Communicative 1.8 2.1 1.7 1.7 5.7
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Teacher ExpeEitnse

Table 111-36 below shows the behaviors which, vary significantly by teacher

experience. As can be seen from the table, analyses of observations of

teachers with a range of experience show very little overall variation in

teacher behavior by experience. These findings do not necessarily indicate

that teachers do not change their approaches over time, rather that the

direction of change, if any, seems to be different for different individuals,

so that classroom observations do not show great overall differences in

to cher behavior by experience.

Rowever, there are a few items which vary significantly with teacher

experience. More experienced teachers tend to use less *recitation," or

structured drill or question-answer type activities in their classes. They

also tend to use more drawings, photos, and tape in their classes.

Table 111-36

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICAYT VARIATION IN TEACEER BEHAVIOR BY TEACHER EXPERIENCE

Months Experience

Checklist
Item No.

30 mos.

!Whey or Mean or 1 s

4 Materials
Drawings/
Photos 1.3

Tape 1.0 1.1
1.3

6 ActivitZ
Recitation 2.2

11

2.4

Correction
Tchr. Recue 1.8 1.8

*Variation is not linear -- middle group differs
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31-60
MOO

60 mos.

or over

P 1

Ratio

1.2 1.5 3.49

1.0 1.0 .32

2.0 2.1 4.84

1.6* 1.9 4.35



Table 111-37 summarises the variance observed in student behavior by the

experience of the t. c. Spontaneous speech in English to the teacher,

elaborated average, and overall spontaneous and elaborated speech increase

significantly in classes with more experienced teachers. Since less frequent

use of recitation is the most significant difference in teacher behavior by

experience, an analysis was run to see if the use of recitation might account

for the variation. If use of recitation is held constant statistically, the

differences in student spontaneous speech by teacher experience disappear.

This finding strongly suggests that one way more experienced teachers

encourage student talk is to Lem the amount of structured repetition,

question and answer, And drill activities that they use, and increase other

types of classroom activities.

Table 111-37

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT VARIATION IN STUDEff BEHAVIOR BY TSACSER EXPERIENCE

Behavior
Measure

Mean '

All Classes
30 mos.
or less

31-60
nos.

60 mos.
or over

11
Ratio Correlation

Elaborated
Average 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 3.62 0.14

Spontaneous
Speech to Teacher 2.7 2.1 2.8 3.6 4.75 0.22

Native Language
to Teacher 0.2 0.2 0.5* 0.1 3.36 -0.10

All Spontaneous
Elaborated Speech
Composite 4.6 3.6 4.7 6.3 5.64 0.24

1(2,119) Significant at .05

.87
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Teacher Bilingual Ability

Bilingual teachers (Lffer from teachers who are not bilingual in

instructional patterns that have to do with use of the native language and use

of reading and writing. Table 111-38 nelow shows that bilingual teachers use

more native language in class; their English is natural and more colloquial

than teacners who ,are not bilingual. They present English more in written

fors, place a greater focus on learning to read and write, and use more board

writing than other teachers. Conversely, they require less spoken response,

do fewer student/student interactive activities in class, and use drawings and

photos !Ass often. Bilingual teachers observed spend slightly less tine on

direct instructional activities than monolingual teachers. Discussions with

these teachers and with other bilingual personnel in programs indicate that

staff with bilingual capabilities often are called upon to do certain intake

and administrative tasks, and help students with daily problems.

The differences in student behavior observed when a teacher is bilingual

mainly have to do with students' use of their native language. Compared to

classrooms in which the teacher is not bilingual, students use their native

Language more with the teacher as well as with other students. Even if level

is taken into consideration, and held constant statistically, the use of

native language is still higher in classes with bilingual teachers at all

proficiency levels. Table 111-39 shows the differences in student behavior

noted when a teacher is bilingual. As the table also shows, there is more

directed response" in classes with bilingual teachers, possibly refl.' ting

traditional teaching methods by bilingual teachers.

When class size and level are held constant in analyses of ways in which

teacher behaviors are related to student outcomes, teacher use of L in

classes is correlated to more off-task behavior.

1- 0'1
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Table III-38

SUMMARY. OF SIGNIFicierr VARIATION IN TEACHER BEEAVIOR
BY TEACHER BILINGUAL CAPABILITY

Behavior

Language by Teacher

Group Size (instruction
addressed to individuals
at seats)

English Presented in
Written Form

Materials:
Use of Board Writing
Use of Drawingx/Photos

Activities:
Other Student/Student
Interaction

Lesson Focuse
Learning by Reading
and Writing

Content:
Content in L1

Reaponse Required:
Spoken Response
Correction Feedback
Teacher Recue
Other (including
explanation in LI)

Teacher Speech Style:
Natural/Colloquial
English

Aide Activity:
Teaching

% Time Spent on
Instructional
Activites

Teacher Not

Man Bilingual

1.2 1.0

1.3 1.3

2.1 2.1

1.8 1.8
1.3 1.4

1.2

1.7

1.0

2.9

1.0

1.2

1.6

1..0

2.9

1.0

97.1% 98.6%

89

Teacher
1, Ratio Correlation

2.4 652.4 0.92

1.5 4.2 0.18

2.3 0.18

2.1 6.9 0.23
1.1. 6.4 -0.22

1.0 7.7 -0.25

2.3 29.5 0.44

1.3 51.8 0.55

2.4 11.7 -0.30

1.3 13..4 -0.30

1.5 20.6

2.3 49.8 -0.54

1.2 9.4 0.29

92.9% 16.7 -0.35

I 0 Li



Table 11I-39

EMMY OP sxcartrmurr vaitIATION xi; snow usavioR
BV TEACHER Bnalicum. ABILITY

Behavior. [4sasur Mean
Teacher

Not Bilin
Teacher

al Si in 'al P-Ratio Correlation

DR--Directed
Response 7.9 7.4 12.0 4.96 0.20

LT--biative

Language
to Teacher 0.2 0.1 0.8 12.64 0.31

LS--dative
Language to
Student 2.0 1.8 Z.4 6.10 0.22

---,Observer
Could not
Tell Behavior 2.5 2.2 4.3 2.52 -0.14

LT + LS 2.2 2.0 4.2 11.75 0.30

Variation in Clessmom Behavior by Student Characteristics

Sex of Students

Table 111-40 below sUmmarixem the signiaicant variance in student behavior

by the percentage of male or females in the class. Since the percentage of

males or females in a class is highly correlated to class level, as shown in

the table below, the way classes vary by sex closely resembles the way they

vary by level, with more elaborated speech in classes with more males, and

more reading in classes with more males. As with higher levels, overall

spontaneous and elaborated speech is higher in classes with more males.

Classes with a higher percentage of females spoke significantly more of

the native language to the teacher in class than classes with more males.

There was an observed tendency for* lower love's also to speak more of the

native language, but the difference was not statistically significant.
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The discussions held with students after class (see Chapter IV) alio show

some differences in reported language behavior by sex, suggesting that for

cultural or expeiiiintial reasons, men speak more English outside of class.

More men than women interviewed said that they speak to the teacher outside of

class and practice English outside of class. Whatever the reasons for males

using more English in class, some of that behavior seems to carry over into

the world outside of English class.

Table III-40

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT VARIATION IN STUDENT BEHAVIOR
BY PERCENT OF MALES AND FEMALES

Behavior Mean
60% Female
01 Male

31-59% Male
31-59% Female

60% Male
30% Female

P*
Ratio Correlation

Elaborated
to Teacher 0.6 0.2 0.5 1.0. 7.16 0.35

Elaborated
to Student 0.5 0.9 0.4 4.14 0.15alIrm

Li to
Teacher 0.2 0.5 0.1 0.1 .- -0.35

Reading
Silently 15.1 9.9 13.3 21.2 12.88 0.40

Other on
Task. 45.5 50.2 46.3 40.4 0.19 -0.08

Spontaneous
All Elab. 4.6 3.0 5.4 5.4 6.33 0.33

LANG--Use
of L/ to
Student is

Teacher 2.2 3.1 1.9 1.7 , 4.32 -0.32

READ-Read
Oral/Read
Silent 17.0 11.7 14.9 24.0 12.08 0.40
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Litefacy ind'Education

As discussed above, students' literacy and education are closely

correlated to class levels they are in, so that most of the changes in teacher

behavior by level also change with the literacy and educatonal background of

the students. For example, classes with less literate students use more

drawings and photos and tangible objets, and deal more with money, numbers,

time, and shopping. They tend also to have more content presented in the

native language, an more physical response required.

'Ethnic Mix

Another classroom characteristic examined was the number of different

ethnic groups found in a classroom. From earlier analyses: it was found that

ethnic six is unrelated with the level of the class, but is moderately related

to class size. Teachers in more heterogeneous classes use less of the native

language; teachers of more heterogeneous classes increase their use of

natural/colloquial English. Leos of their classroom content is general

language or grammar. Use of unison response tends to increase as the number

of groups increases. Table 111-41 below summarizes the significant

differences in teacher behavior by increasing mix of ethnic groups in class.

Table 111-42 displays the relationships between student behavior and

ethnic mix. One of the most interesting results is that ethnic mix is

strongly related to elaborated speech between students. In classes with more

ethnic groups, students speak more to each other more in class than in classes

containing only one or two ethnic groups. This finding again points to the

importance of other students as resources for practicing the language.
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Table III-41

=NARY or SICNIPICANT VARIATION IN TEACHER BEHAVIOR
BY ETHNIC MIX OP CASS

Behavior Measured Mean
Language Used By

Teacher 1.2

Activities:
Testing 1.0
Bole Play-Student/
Student* 1.1

Other Student/
. Student interaction 1.2

Other Activities 1.7

Lesson Focus
Conversation* 1.5

Content
VESL 1.0
Other (including
grammar' general
language) 2.1

Response Required
Unison* 1.6

Correction
Other (including
explanation in
L1)* 1.1

Teacher Speech Style
Naturta/Colloquial 2.9

Aide Activities
Take Students Out
of Class 1.0

*Variation is not linear

Number of Ethnic Groups

1 2 3 4+ F Ratio Correlation

1.5 1.1 1.0 1.0 8.9 -.35

1.0 1.0 1.0 1.2 7.2 .19

1.0 1.1 1.0 1.1 2.8 .19

1.1 1.2 1.3 1.1 3.0 .19

1.9 1.6 1.7 1.5 3.5 -.19

1.3 1.6 1.4 1.7 2.9 .13

1.0 1.0 1.0 1.2 6.6 .20

2.3 2.1 1.9 1.9 3.8 -.29

1.4 1.6 1.8 1.6 4.7 .26

1.3 1.1 1.0 1.3 3.2 -.12

2.7 2.9 3.0 3.0 3.6 .28

1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 3.3 .20

9.3
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The use of native language declines as groups become more heterogeneous.

These trends can be seen in native language speech for both student-student,

and student-teacher interactions. Significant contrasts axe also found

between for off-task and on-task variables, and for oral reading. The

differences both for teachers and students are difficult to interpret and

require further inquiry. In summary, ethnic diversity is'associated with

students speaking English to one another and with a reduction in the use of

nativ& langumii

Table 111-42

SUMMARY or SONIPICANT VARIATION IN STUDENT BEHAVIOR BY ETHNIC mu

/7

Number of Ethnic Groups in a Class

Student Behavior Variable 1 2 3 4 7*

Elaborated/Student 0.2. 0.2 0.7 1.8 4.45

LI/Tuacher 0.7 0.1 0.0 0.0 5.40

Reading/Oral 1.2 1.3 3.4 4.8 5.91

Off-Task 2.7 4.7 4.6 1.2 3.52

Reading Total 15.7 15.9 19.2 21.5 0,88

Percent On-Task 96.9 94.8 94.9 98.5 3.11

N of Classes 29.0 55.0 27.0 10.0

Variations in Student Behavior by Teacher Attitudes Teacher Gender

An analysis of variance in teacher gender and attitudes toward program

variables and student needs (all discussed in detail in Chapter IV), shows

that student behaviors are not significantly affected by these teacher

attitudes, nor by the gender of the teacher. This finding does not mean,

however, that teacher attitudes may never affect student behavior, only that

of the particular attitudes which emerged as a result of the teacher

discussions, no differences in student behavior were noted. The finding that

teacher gender does not affect student behavior significantly is important--



male and female students apparently respond similarly to either male or

female teachers.

Summary of Variation

Table 43 on the following page shows the overall patterns of variance in

student behaviors by classroom characteristics that have been discussed

above. A 'lye:* under the characteristic for any behavior means that that

behavior did vary significantly with the characteristic. A 641020.

indicates a positive correlation, for example, as class level increases, RS

(reading silently) tends to increase. A '-yes+" means that the variation

was statistically significant, but negatively correlated, for example, as

spontaneous speech increases, class size tends to decrease.

\

riea

Besides the differences already discussed above, the table shows c

/
rly

that o4k task behavt3c, both total and percent on task, does not va with

any of the classroom characteristics measured.

Regression AnalysisTo What extent Can Variance in Student Behavior Be
Pr edi t b Class nos and Student Characteristics

Stepwise linear regression analyses were performed to determine has much

variation in student behaviors were associated with differences in classroom

contexts and student characteristics. The analysis gives an indication

which of the contexts or student characteristics are most important in

predicting student behaviors.*

*See Appendix III -B for an explanation of analysis used.
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Postatve Correlation
Nagetline COrrelatiON

Table 111-43

*EGRESSION MALES=
PERCENT OF VARIANCE IN STUDENT BEHAVIOR ACCOUNTED FOR Br STUDENT AND MASSIMO'S CHARACTERISTICS

TOtel

Increasing Increasing Increasing Nigher % Nigher Increasing Increasing Longer Variance

Class Si a Cl .s el Av ale Ethnic Nis Educe i ter Time U.S. ccounted roc

baviers

Spontaneous Average
(from CSES)I -24

Elaboratud Average
(trim CSES i 16 20

Directed Response - 3 i 3
4 4 .

Spontaneous English
to Teacher - 8

.

3 11

Spontaneous English
t.,) Student - 3 3

Elaborated English
to Teacher - 5 , 15 20

_... .

Elaborated English
to Student . 6 9

Native Language
to Teacher 13

Native Language
to Student -7 7

ReadingOral r 10
t 4

5 15

hILIJAEUL7Silent

Wr 41 ig

FT!/11iE11

All Spontaneous 6
Elaborated S ech -10 8 18

All Speaking at Native

LtElludUE _

a

All Reading 17 3 20

Pet-cent on Task 3 3

_

Level ol English
omit e le ..-..-----.vel) 2 -5 30 37 1

'14..w Classroom Spontaneous cad Eleborated Speech rorm



Table 44 shows the results of stepwise regression analyses in predicting

student behaviors from classroom and student characteristics. Values in the

table represent tne variance of the behavior variable which can be accounted

for by the classroom or student characteristic. Predictor variables with

higher values were entered into the regression equatoion before those with

lower values. The sign associated with the value indicates the direction of

the relationship between the variables. For example, when predicting the

average spontaneous speech in a classroom, class size accounts for twenty-four

percent of the variation. literacy, in combination with class size, accounts

for an additional three percent of the variance. In total, twenty-seven

percent of spontaneous speech average can be accounted for by classroom and

student characteristics.

Summary of Regression Analysis Results

By looking down the columns of Table 44, those characteristics of

classrooms and students which seem to predict student behavior most strongly

are readily apparent. Class size appears to be an important factor in

students using English spontaneously, or in a lengthy or complicated way,

"elaborated." Class size does not predict any behavior which is not dependant

on social interaction, such as reading or writing, or generally being on task.

Many of the student and classroom variables are strongly correlated with

one another. This explains why son of the variables that would be expected

to be important in predicting a given student behavior may not appear in the

regression equation. For example, only two variables are shown to predict the

average amount of elaborated speech -- percent male and ethnic mix. Elaborated

speech bas already been shown to be highly related to class level, this level

would expect to be an important predictor. Class level does not appear in tne
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amain or vu usci a imam MAME sv ciAssacian ClihRACTEEZETIES

overall Increasing Increasing Increasing Teacher Male Increasing Increasing
Mean Class el C Sire teal lass Education Liter

behaviorms

1. DR (Directud Rusponse) 7.9 -yes

2. ST (S),ontaneoun English 0.7 no
to Teacher)

J. SS (Spontaneous English 0.9 ayes
to Student)

4. ET (Elaborated English 0.6 eyes -
to Teacher)

5. is (Elaborated English 0.5 no
to Siudunt)

Es. 1.T (Native Language to Teacher) 0.2 no

7. LS (Native Language to Student) 2.0 no

8. RD (Reacting Orally) 2.0 DO
u.)

9. BS (Budding Silently) 15.1 eyesUA

10. W (Writing) 11.5 no

II. 0 (other on Tauk Behavior) 45.5 no

12. OT (Oft Task) 3.9 no

li. g (Observer Can't. Tell Behavior) 2.5 no

14. Q2 (Student Speaking to Teacher, 0.1 no
Can't Determine Language)

IS. gS (student Speaking to Student, 0.8 -yes
Can't Determine Languaye)

CAimix,eite Variables.:

E1(1 (Spontaneous e Elaboratud Var.) 4.6 eyes

1.40:: (native Language) 2.2 no

8.14J (Rudd Oral 4. kead Silent) 17.3 +yes

? (obee(vet Can't Tell Language)

uo Tauk (1,2,3,4,5.8,9,10,11) 85.2 nosr-

Veicent On T..i 3' 96.0% no

no no ayes no 110

-yes no no no no +yes

no ayes no no *yes 'yes

-yea +yes no * +yes +yes ayes

no no no eyes no no

DO -yes +yes -yes -yes no

no no +yes no -yes -yes

no no no no yes +yes

no no no no eyes eyes

no no no no no no

no no no no -yes -yes

no no no -yes no DO

+yes no eyes -yes no no

two no no no no no

no no no no -yes no

-yes *yes no yes +yes +yes

eyes no eyes yes -yes

no no no no +yes -yes

no no no -yes +yes

no DO no no no no

no no no no no no
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equation because of its high correlation with percent male in the

classroom. As with any set of predictors in a regression equation, the

predictors cannot be considered causes. This is obvious in the above

example. The proportion of males in a classroom does not determine the

amount of elaborated speech, but they can serve as a guide for later

hypothesis testing.

Two variables which do not enter into these equations are time in the

United States and class level. Class level relates to most of the student

behaviors, but its contribution to prediction is overwhelmed L74 other

related variables. Length of time in the United States, however, shows no

important relationships with any of the assessed student behaviors.

Though many behaviors vary significantly by class level, when all

characteristics of the classroom are taken into account, class proficiency

level does not emerge as predicting much variance in student behavior. It

appears that those behaviors which are correlated with class level are

predicted more by the gender of the students in the class. Even though

gender of students in the class and class level are also correlated, the

regression shows that, possibly, some feature of 'being male" or 'being

female' in Ewa classes is an important variable in classroom behavior.

Cultural patterns of behavior, different background experience, such as more

education, and differing contacts with English in the United States may be

some of the reasons for differences in behavior, although these explanations

are very tentative.

The gender of the students in class is significant in predicting several

behaviors; the possible reasons for this observation have been discussed

above. The extremely high percentage of variation accounted for by gender

of the students in predicting the composite variable 'level of English` (the



amount and communicativeness of language used in class), reinforces the

other findings that behaviors may differ by gender. These data do not show

that learning is necessarily different by gender, only that classroom

behavior, which may or may not be transferred outside of class, differs.

Average age emerges as a significant factor in predicting the use of

native language in class--older students use more of their native language.

They also tend to be in lower level classes, but, apparently, their age is

more significant in predicting whether they will speak their language in

class than their English proficiency level. Tha community survey data

discussed in Chapter V below show age to be an important factor in language

acquisition.

The ethnic mix of students in class predicts some variance in elaborated

average, elaborated speech to other students, use of native language, and

oral reading. Students of different ethnic groups do talk to each other in

class, and these data suggest that the more mixed a class is, the more

likely students are to talk at length to other students in English. In

these data, there is no evidence that mixing groups hinders any of the

behaviors related to speaking English to the teacher or to other students.

Literacy of students in class is significant not only in predicting

'literates behaviors, such as reading, but also seems to affect how much

spontaneous speech students use in class. These data and the finding that

literacy is the only background factor found to predict time on task suggest

that nonliterate students may not be completely acculturated into the

classroom setting, thereby spending a little less time directly on task,

and, perhaps, hesitating to speak unless directed to. That nonliterate

students are slightly less on task may also suggest, as discussed in the

results of teacher behavior, that some parts of the :Mass which involve
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literc.4 are simply inaccessible to them, and they cannot follow the lesson

or stay on task.

Previous education is the strongest characteristic in predicting the

behaviors measured, predicting not only reading, but strongly predicting

elaborated speech, although not predicting spontaneous speech. Of

particular interest is the finding that the ems education students have

had, the Nit writing is predicted in class. Possibly, less educated

students are simply learning bow to write while in class. Students with

more education may have developed other learning strategies for class than

writing. Previous education will be shown in the teacher discussions and in

the Community survey to be an important factor in acquiring English beyond

the classroom.

Time in the U.S. does not predict en of the student behaviors.

measured. Other experiential factors and features of the classroom such as

class size appear to be far more important in student behavL.or than just the

amount of time spent in the U.S.

The column in Table 44 which shows the total variance accounted for by

these classroom and student background characteristics, shows that all

variables measuring student generated English were predicted quite well by

context and student background. Por generalized speech variables, 18% or

more were predicted by these variables. This means that a significant part

of what occurs in classrooms is not in the direct control of the teacher,

although the teacher 'should be aware of their effects on behavior.

Smaller class size and more ethnically mixed classes are related to more

English speech in class. Small class size in particular appears to have a

positive effect on speaking English. Regression analysis results for each

variable measured are discussed below.
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SocntinecusAveracte. Spontaneous Speech Average, as measured by the

Class Spontaneous ,and Elaborated Speech observation form (see observation

instrument Appendix III -E and explanation in Chapter II), is predicted

strongly by class size, with smaller class predicting more spontaneous

speech. Literacy also predicts spontaneous average, with more literati

classes speaking more, but the effects of literacy are much less than the

effects of class size.

Elaborated Awyrnge. The percentage of males in the class is the

strongest predictor of elaborated 'average, aensored by the Class Spontaneous

and Elsbosated Speech observation form. Elaborated speech is also predicted

by the ethnic mix of the classes, classes with more ethnic groups predict:ng

somewhat more elaborated speech.

Directed Response. Ste only predictor of variance for directed response

is gender of students--classes with more women predicted more directed

response, though this variable only accounts for 3% of the total variance in

directed response, suggesting that tetcher direction. may be more important

than student or classroom characteristics in predicting this behavior.

Spontaneous English to Teacher. As with Spontaneous Average, class

size, followed by literacy, predicted together 11% of the variance on this

behavior measure.

Elaborated English to Teacher. The education of students in the class

is the strongest predictor of Elaborated English to Teacher, accounting for

151 of the total variance in this behavior --the higher the education, the

more elaborated speech to teacher observed. Class size also predicts

elaborated Anglish to teacher, accounting for 5% of the variance. The

smaller the class size, the more elaborated speech is likely to occur.

12J
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Elaborated English to Student. The characteristics of classes or

studouts which predict elaborated English to other students are the ethnic

six of the class (6%) and the literacy of the students (3%). In classes
#

with more elaborated English, there are likely to be more ethnic groups and

students with a higher literacy rate.

Native Language to Teacher. Three characteristics are significant in

predicting the amount of native language spoken to the teacher ---the

percentage of sales in the class (-6%) . the ethnic mix of the class (-4%) .

and the class size (+3%). Classes with more women, fewer ethnic groups, and

greater numbers of students are associated with speaking more of their

native langage to the teacher.

Language Literacy is the amasignficant predictor

of the use of the native language other students, and predicted 7% of the

total variance in this behavior. In classes where students are less

literate, more speaking of the native language to other students is likely

to occur.

Reading Orally. Higher ethnic mix accounts for 10% of the variance in

reading orally, and literacy 5%.

Reading Silently. L ..ration of students is a strong predictor in

whether students read silently in class, predicting 17% of the total

variance in reading silently. Three percent of the variance is predicted by

a higher percentage of males in the class.

Writing. Education was the only sigificant predictor of writing in

class --it predicted 6% of the variance. It is important to note that the

less the education of the students in the class, the more writing was

predicted.
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Composkte Vigiables

Spontaneous and Elaborated Speech. The occurrence of spontaneous or

elaborated speech is again strongly predicted by smaller class size (1081,

and increasing education of students (8%).

All Speaking of Native Language. When speaking native language to

teacher and speaking native language to other students are combined, none of

the characteristics which predicted the separated behaviors emerge as

,significant, rather, only age predicts overall speech in the native

language, with older classes speaking more native language, accounting for

8% of the total variance.

All Reading. Reading orally plus reading silently are together

predicted only by educational level of the students (17%) and percentage of

males (3A); in this combined variable, ethnic six drops out as a predictor

of reading.

Level of English. This composite variable is taken from the classroom

observation checklist, and combines the level of English (mechanical,

meaningful, or communicative) with the overall amount of student talk in

class--a higher *level of English" as measured here would be one in which

more communicative speech was occurring, in greater amounts. A very strong

predicto of the level of English is the percentage of males in the class

(30%), weaker but significant predictors are class level (2%) and average

age (5 %). Classes with more males, in higher levels, and younger students

would likely have a higher composite "level of English."

Percentage of Student Time on Task. Though no characteristic of classes

or students strongly predicted time on task, literacy of students in class

was the only Predictor, (3%).
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tio s Between Classroom Instruction and Student Behavior

The data di-zussed above show that much student behavior may be

determined by previous experiences over which a teacher has no direct

control. In this section, the correlations between the teacher behaviors

observed and the student behaviors observed will be analysed, to determine

which teacher behaviors are related to what students do.

To examine how different instructional approaches influence what

students do in the classroom, the variables from the claSsroom checklist

(teacher behaviors) were correlated with information from the student

behaviors and observations of spontaneous and elaborated speech. Results

from this analysis will illuminate general trends, but will not be

particularly sensitive to ieak relationships. The context variables which

were sore closely associated with the student behaviors were examined.in a

similar manner, but were too general to use in this analysis.

The values from the classroom checklist are means of the two

observations over three days. The same is true of the student behavior

variables. Your analyses were conducted. Correlation matrices7were

computed for the entire unaltered data set, for the data after holding class

level constant, after holding class size constant, and after accounting for

the joint influence of class size and level. Class size and level of the

class have been identified as important influences on teacher and student

behavior throughout this study. Controlling for their influences is

important because it enables examination of the underlying relationships

between instruction and student behavior. To simplify the correlation

matrices, only correlations above 0.15 were considered. This was

approximately tine level required for statistical significance, and indicates



that over two percent of one variable can be predicted by the other.

Correlations of note were broken into three categories: (a) batmen 0.15 and

0.25 were considered weak, (b) between 0.25 and 0.33 were considered

moderate and (c) above 0.33 were considered strong. Most of the conclusions

cited in this analysis are based on moderate or strong relationships.

Classroom Practices Correlated with Students Speaking English

The first group of student behaviors considered student-generated or

elaborated English speech. The instructional approaches and techniques

which are most strongly associated with student speech are: oral

presentation of English, classroom discussion, %be use of books, teaching to

read and write and conversation, unstructured targeting, instruction in

grammatical Patterns, requiring spoken responses, using recue as a feedback

style, using natural Englian in the classroom, and teacher being on-task.

Classroos practices not associated with student English speech were:

teacher use of native language, recitation, unison targeting, instruction in

money, numeracy or time, the presence of Etglishspeaking aides and

instruction in native language content.

Many of these results seem self-evident and others are difficult to make

sense of. Part of the difficulty can be explained by the influence of class

level. Higher level classes tend to have pore student-generated speech.

Therefore, some of the characteristics of the higher, level classes are

correlated with English speech. Similarly, characteristics of lower level

classes are associated with a lack of student English speech.

To adjust for the influences, the effect of class level was accounted

for statistically. When class level is held constant, classroom practices

found to be associated with student generated speech were: oral response,

2 /
106



discussion, unspecified deskwork, conversation, unstructured targeting, use

of natural English and being on -task. Not associated with student English

speech were: use of Li, boardwriting and unison targeting.

Just as some methods of instruction are found only in upper level

classes, some are used primarily in small classes. Classroom management may

prohibit large groups from doing what may work well in smaller classes. The

combined effects of class size and level on students' English speech amends

the above li.. wen further. When class size and class level are held

constant, successful in eliciting speech were: use of discussion,

teacher/student role playing, 'ether student-student interactions,

conversation, unstructured targeting, the use of natural English and being

on-task. Notice that socially interactive activities seem to encourage use

of English, while associated with a lack of student-generated speech were

recitation (structured drills) and the use of native language. These

findings are not surprising, but lay the groundwork for further inquiry. Of

greater interest is what teaching methods elicit student speech at different

levels of instruction; this analysis was not performed.

Classroom Practices Associated with On --Task Behavior

The second issue esamined looks at which teacher behaviors are

associated with students being on-task. After accounting for the influences

of class size and class level, the teaching patterns most associated with

being on-task axes the use of books, discussion, listening activities and

learning to read and write. Associated with students being off-task are

individualized instruction, the teaching of survival skills, the use of

,verly formal English and teaching in the native language content. However,
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the overall amount of on-task activity was very high, that is, almost all

activities that were observed show a high level of student involvement. The

activities with lower student involvement are those that don't keep all

students actively interested through a lack of personal participation or
40

relevancy.

Influence of Tucking, Style

To this point, this chapter has been examining teaching practices and

conditions, student behaviors and attitudes, and the relationship between

them. As a results some teaching practices that appear to be related to

student-generated English speech and working on-task have been identified.

The same teaching methods do not work equally well for everyone, however.

It is well documented that teaching style is also an important component in

teaching effectiveness.

Teaching style may be defined as the methods and techniques that

teachers have chosen and developed that characterise their approach to

teaching. Teachers develop patterns of teaching methods for a number of

reasons. Their teaching approach may reflect what has worked most

effectively for them in the past. Or perhaps it may reflect the materials

which are available for use in the classroom, or the program's educational

philosophy. Teaching styles are influenced by the teacher's personality and

experience, by the subject being taught, by the students and their

interaction with the teacher, by the physical conditions within the

classroom, and by the larger social context in which the instruction takes

place. Thus, teaching styles arts adaptive behaviors by teachers which may

differ in overall effectiveness.
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To examine what classroom practices teachers bring with them from class

to class, we Closely examined the teachers who were observed teaching in

more than one classroom. During the study, nine teachers were observed

teaching classes at different levels. to study these teachers' patterns of

behaviors, their classroom methods were compared with the teachers who

taught classes in the program at the same levels. In this analysis, the

levels originally assigned to the classrooms by the program were used,

instead of the new levels which were determined through classroom

observation. Appendix III-D explains in detail the procedures for this

analysis, and charts the statistical results.

There were certain teaching practices which were found to have lower
#64

variances for the duplicate group than for the comparison group. In other

words, the following practices were things teachers took with them from

class to class regardless of level taught: (I) the use of literacy props,

(2) the use of tapes, (3) having discussions in the classroom, (4) using

role playing between the student and teacher, (S) instruction in grammatical

patterns, (6) instruction in vocabulary, (7) work on pronunciation, and (8)

certain tapes of feedback styles. These variables fall into three broad

categories: (1) the use of materials, (2) lesson activities and (3)

emphasis on formal English skills. In these categories, teacher style

appears important. Since the.comparison group is composed of teachers in

the same programs who are teaching students at comparable levels, the

external sources which could account for these results are largely

controlled. It is also important to note where differences between the

groups do not occur. The two groups do riot vary in size of class, meth xis

of English presentation, methods of targeting, lesson content or the nature

of the student response required.
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The student behaviors which are more consistent for the group of

duplicates were (1) time on task, (2) spontanetas English speech, and

(3) elaborated English speech. These three student behaviors are probably

the most important dependent variables measured in this study, and all are

heavily influenced by teacher style. Recall that teacher experience also

was related to these behaviors. It appears then that a teacher's personal

teaching style is a very important influence on student behaviors and that

as teachers gain more experience, they find more effective methods for

producing student-generated speech and other on-task activities.

At this point it is important to interject a word of caution. These

results are based on a very small number of teachers. The study was not

'designed to give a full analysis of this question and the teachers used in

the analysis were included largely by chance and not design. The results

are interesting, but should be regarded as an initial inquiry rather than a

final analysis.
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IV

FINDINGS OF ON-SITE DISCUSSIONS

Discussions with students, teachori, bilingual personnel and

administrators were held at each program visited. This chapter presents the

results of these discussions.

Discussions with Students

Discussions with studentsswere held to gather background information on

students in the classroom observed, ascertain reasons for program

participation, find out individual attitudes toward language learning, and

to find out stfategies for learning English. The discussions were kept as

short as possible, from 5-15 minutes each. Observers talked with the

students before or after class, or during breaks. Cooperation was excellent

and there were very few refusals.

Students talked with project staff through interpreters if they wished,

or in English if they preferred. Using a random numbers table, observers

chose four names at random from the class list of each class visited. If a

student selected was not attending class that day, another name was chosen;

if a student declined to participate, another student was asked. Project

staff used discussion guidelines to gather consistent information across

sites. These guidelines are included in Appendix IV.

Characteristics of Students Participmting in Discussions

As shown in Table IV-I below, researchers talkeu with 423 students in 22

programs. Over 564 were under 34 years of age; only 13% were over 45 years

of age. The youngest student was 13; the oldest, 68 years. Slightly over



half of the students were male. The students represented all the major

ethnic groups of Southeast Asian refugees: about one-third Vietnamese.

one-fifth Khmer, 17% Lao, 17% among and Mien and 7% Ethnic Chinese.

Sixty percent of the students had been in the United States one year or

less, while only 10% had been here sore than two years. These students were

attending English language training soon after arrival in the U.S. The

Community Survey data discussed in Chapter V also indicates that most

refugees attend programs within the first few months of their arrival.

The students in programs visited come from a range of educational

backgroundso.though most have limited education in their native countries:

slightly less than one-third have no previous education, and approximately

another one -third have six years or less education. Slightly more than

one-third have a seventh grade education or higher; only 2.8% have attended

school past the 12ta year. In this sample of students, 80.4% are literate

in some Language, while one-fifth are nonliterate.
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Table IV-1

PROFILE Or STUDENTS PAMICIPATING IN PHASE II DISCUSSIONS
COMPARED WITH NATIONAL STUD= PROFILE*

(n a 423)

Students Interviewed
(April -June 1982)

National Profile*
(lITY 82)

Age 24 or under 29.1% 31.0%

25-34 37.6% 39.0%

35-44 18.1% 19.0%

45 and over 15.2% 11.0%

Sex Male 54.1% 58.0%

Female 45.9% 42.0%

Ethnic Vietnamese 36.5% 36.4%

Group Khmer 19.9% 15.6%

Lao 16.8% 18.8%

Sac ag 15.3% 10.5%
Mien 4.1% 2.4%

Ethnic Chinese 7.4% 13.2%

Other 0.0% 4.0%

Previous 0 years 30.5% 15.2%

Education 1-3 years 9.8% 19.6%

4-6 years 21.0% 29.51

7-12 years 35.9% 31.5%

13+ years 2.8% 4.2%

Literate
in 'Some

Language 80.4% 81.2%

Length of 0-6 months 20.2% 30.5%

Residency 7-12 months 40.2% 27.1%

in U.S. 13-18 months 19.1% 15.1%

19-24 months 8.7% 16.6%

25-30 months 5.5% 5.3%

31-36 months 4.2% 2.7%

36+ months 2.1% 2.6%

*Prom Study of Refugee English Language Training Phase Y Survey
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Representations of Simple

The students, selected from the classes visited and with whom discussions

were held, are fairly representative of Southeast Asian students attending

OAR-funded English language progress nationwide as Table rv-1 above shows.

The major difference between students nationwide and the group selIcted for

discussions is that the sample is less educated (30.5% have no previous

education) than students overall, of whom 15.2% have had no previous formal

education. The reason for the larger representation of less educated students

is to be found in the site and classroom selection procedure, which focused on

students with lower educational background. All but two programs chosen were

those that offered ELT to refugees with little educational background; more

lower program level classes were observed than upper level classes. In both

the group sampled on-site and the entire student population (based on the

Phase I survey data), however, about two-thirds of the students have less than

six years of education.

Student Strategies and Attitudes Toward Learning English

Table IV-2 shows student responses to questions which reflect attitudes

toward learning English, and some of their strategies for acquiring English.

Items 1-4 summarize student study patterns, and some of their use of

English outside class. The table presents the number of students who

responded in these categories, and the percentage of students responding.

About two-thirds of the students said that they practice English outside of

class; another one-third said that they do not speak English except in English

class.
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Table IV-2

RESULTS OP STUDENT DISCUSSIONS
STUDENT STRATEGIES AND ATTITUDES TOWARD LEARNING ENGLISH

AWAIMV! Students
Practice outside class

1) Yes
2) No

Who practice English with

285
137

67.5
32.5

1) Children 24 8.5
2) Other relative 27 9.7
3) American friends 41 14.7
4) NotrAmaxican friends 56 20.1
5) Other 58 20.9
6).0ore than one 72 25.9

Study outside class
1) Yes 243 67.1
2) No 119 32.9

Talk to teacher outside class
1) Yes 260 62.8
2) No 154 37.2

Who talk to if problems with schoolwc-k
1) No one 46 10.9
2) Relative 56 20.4
3) Teacher 102 24.2
4) Aide or counselor 31 7.4

5) Other 89 21.1

6) More than one above 69 15.9.

What think the most difficult part
of learning English is

1) Everything 100 23.6

2) Writing 27 6.4

3) Reading 17 4.0

4) Speaking 51 12.1

5) Understanding 6 1.4

6) Pronunciation 57 13.5
7) Other 97 22.9

8) More than one of above 68 16.1

What think easiest thing in learning
English is

1) Nothing 180 44.9
2) Writing 30 7.5
3) Reading 29 7.2
4) Speaking 39 9.7

5) Understanding 2 .5

6) Copying 12 3.0
7) Other 82 20.4

8) More than one above 27 6.7
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That a substantial number of students do not speak English outside class

is an important consideration in assessing the effects of what happens in

the classroom. It may indicate that these students feel they are not yet

ready to speak English, or may have no occasion or need to do so. It also

means that for many refugees, the contact with English and English speakers,

especially teachers, in ELT programs is their sole means of contact with

native English speakers in the first months after arrival. Those students
O

who said they practice English outside class were asked to identify whom

they practiced with: 17.3% practice English with their children or

relatives; another 13.2% practice with friends who are not 'American,' that

is, native English speakers. This means almost a third of the practice is

with non-native English speakers; just as shown in the classroom

=Nervations, refugees apparently use each other as support and resources

for learning English outside class. Students (14.7%) stated they practice

English with Americans they considered friends; another 13.7% mentioned that

they practice English with more casual contacts such as people on a bus,

doctors, sponsors, or when shopping or at work. Another 17% of students who

speak English outside class reported multiple sources for practicing

English.

About two-thirds of the students said that they speak to their teachers

in English outside the clas!aom setting. Another two-thirds of the

students indicated that they study English on their own outside of class,

almost exactly the proportion that say they speak English outside class.

Students reported various sources of help with schoolwork problems:

IG.9% said no help is available if they have problems; 31.6%, about

one - third, ask teachers or aides in the program for help; 20.4% ask
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relatives; 21.1% report using "other" sources of help for study including

friends, other students, books, tapes and dictionaries.

These findings indicate that though many refuge* students have little or

no contact with English outside the classroom, they do use other resources

to help them acquire the language. It appears that many rely on community

self- help that is, help from children and relatives or other refugee

friends. Same, but,fewer, go to American friends for help and practice;

others simply use their English skills in their daily life.` few refugees

supplement class by using alternative strategies involving literacy or

technology such as study from books, dictionaries, TV or radio.

Table IV -3 on the following page shows the differences in student

reported study and practice, or contact patterns outside class by class

proficiency levels. Students in higher level classes use English more

outside claim. It is difficult to state a causal relationship here:

students who can speak English better speak it more outside, class, and those

who speak more outside class have a higher proficiency. It could be that

both contact with English outside class aids acquisition and classroom

learning facilitates English contacts outside class. Of interest is the

fact that there are no significant differences reported by students in

different levels as to whether they study at home - -lower level students are

equally as likely to study. That studying is not related to level but

contact (practice is, su ests that interaction with English speakers may

oe more closely re ed to aquisition than solitary study efforts.

Correlations from Student Discussions

Table IV-4 summarizeR correlations among selected student acquisition

strategies and whether students are male or female. Gender wa chosen as a
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test variable since classroom observations showed that, overall, gender is

the strongest predictor of many student speech behaviors, particularly

elaborated and spontaneous speech, and is highly correlated to previous

education and literacy.

Table IV-3

STUDENT INGLISB CONTACT BY CLASS PROFICIENCY LEVEL

Student practices
outside of class

Student does not
practice outside class

Student studies
outside class

Talk with teacher
outside class

Level Sigificant
Mean 1 2 3 4 Difference?

.67 .52 .65 .77 .74 yes

.33 .48 .35 .23 .25 yes

.56 .49 .63 .58 .54 no

.61 .49 .56 .67 .72 yes

In Table IV-4, Rom indicates that no significant correlation was found

oetween the variables, R+m a weak but significant correlation, II++. a

stronger Correlation, and "++.41 a very strong correlation.

As the table shows, even though the same percentage of students said

they practice English outside class as said they study outside school, there

was no relation between the behaviors. In other words, those students who

said they .study, outside class are not predictably those who said they

actually practice English outside class. However, there is a strong

correlation between practicing English outside school and talking to the

teacher outside class--tnose students who told us they speak to the teacher

outside class are likely to be the same ones who practice outside school.

Also, males are far more likely to practice outside of class than females.
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Practice
English
Outside Class

Table IV -4

INTERCORRE/ATIONS PROM STUDENT DISCUSSIONS

Yes Yes Yes
Practice English Study Outside Talk w/Teacher
Outside Class Class OuSidit. Class % Male

mom1.41mo 0

Study Outsider

Class 4411411D O 0

Talk w/Teacher
Outside Class o +++

% Male o +4+

Key: No significant correlations: o

Negative correlations:
p .05
p .01
p .001

Positive correlations:
p .05

+ + p .01
+ + p .001

males also speak significantly more to the teacher outside class than do

females. However, as the table also shows, there is no significant

difference between males and females in whether they study outside of

class. These data suggest that men may have access to different strategies

for learning, being far more likely to use.English outside a classroom

setting. The finding that studying outside of class does not differ by

gender suggests that background characteristics such as education or
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cultural variables, which have been shown to be highly correlated to gender

rather than hard to quantity 'motivation," may account for some differences

in English acquisition between men and women noted in other parts of this

study.

Table IV -2 above shows the results of two attitude variables reported by

students. Project staff usually asked what aspects of learning English

students thought were 'hardest" and 'easiest" rather than asking whether

students liked learning, the program, their teacher, etc. This question was

chosen because it was felt that the latter type of question sight be too

leading, and students might be uncomfortable discussing any negative

attitudes with outsiders.

As the table shows, 39.7%, or over one-third of the students, said that

*everything" was hard about learning English, and 10.4% said the most

difficult aspect had to do with literacy, that is, reading or writing. A

very small percentage thought that understanding was most difficult; 13.5%

mentioned pronunciation,is the most difficult aspect of English; and 22.9%

mentioned miscellaneous Other things as being most difficult,' including

vocabulary, specific grammatical features, spelling, strange alphabet,

memorizing. On the other hand, almost half, or 42.6%, of the students said

"nothing' was easy about learning English; 13.8% mentioned reading and

writing as easiest; 9.2% speaking.; but only 5% understanding. Other

categories, such as listening, repeating, numbers, and particular

grammatical features, were mentioned as "easiest" by 19.4%.

The distribution of these attitudes indicates that there is apparently

much individual variation in student attitudes toward learning English.

More importantly, a large proportion of students feel that much about

"English,' or learning English, is not easy. Remember that classroom
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observations discussed in Chapter II, show a very high rate of on-task

behavior, and teachers noted a very high rate of attendance among refugee

students. Also, many students study outside of class and practice outside

class. This suggests that even though these students are very recent

arrivals and language acquisition is felt by many to be difficult, once

students are attending programs, they are directed toward the goal of

learning English.

Student Program Participation

This section will discuss findings from the student discussions on how

refugees learn about the program, why they choose it, how they get there,

and how long they stay in programs. Table TV-5 summarizes student responses

relating to program participation. Fifty -six percent learned of the program

from a friend, relative or sponsor; another 324.2% indicated that they

learned about the program from other sources, including Volags (Voluntary

Agencies), HAAS, church groups and 'just learning" about the program. Only

10.5% of the students indicated they learned about the program by referral

through a welfare agency.

Almost half of the students said they chose the program simply *to learn

English" or for other reasons, including teachers who speak their language,

good reputation or good teachers, because the school is free, or because the

school provides childcare. About a quarter of the students said they chose

the program they were attending because they were referred by friends,

relatives, or agencies. Another 21.3% said they go to the particular

program because it is close by. Very few indicated they chose the program

because it was the only program available. These discussions suggest that

recently arrived refugees choose programs for the most part based on
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Table IV-5

PROGRAM PARTICIPATIONRESULTS OP STUDENT DISCUSSIONS

Student Program
ParticiPitinn

Bow learned about program

Number of % of

lAmmeadsta. !tudints,

1) Priend 112 26.7

2) Relative 74 17.7

3) Sponsor 53 12.6

4) Welfare referral 44 10.5

5) Other 136 32.2

Why chose this program

1) Because of referral,
same as above 96 23.0

2) Program is close by 89 21.3

3) To learn Roglish 69 16.5

4) Only program available 29 6.9

5) Other 135 32.3

Sow to get to school

1) Sus 190 44.9

2) Walk 139 32.9

3) Car 74 17.5

4) Other 20 4.7

How long in this program
(months)

1 96 23.3

2 56 13.6

3 59 14.3

4 32 7.8

5 21 5.1

6 50 12.1

7 17 4.1

8 17 4.1

9 19 4.6

10 3 0.7

11 2 0.5

12 21 5.1

13-18 6 1.4

Over 18 13 3.2
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requirement, referral or convenience, and less often on the reputed merits

of the -program. The importance of accessibility and convenience is

empkisised by the fact that over three-fourths of the students said they

walk or take the bus to school.

In this sample, 51.1% of the students had been in the program three

month4.. about one term or less, 76.2% of the students had been in the

program less than six months, and only a small fraction, 4.64, had been

attending the program more than a year. The large proportion of students in

the program under six months suggests a rapid turnover of students within

programs and participation in ELT programs soon after arrival.

Discussions with Teachers

Project staff talked with the teacher from each class observed, a total

of 139 teachers. The discussion served several purposes; they provided

background information on the teacher so that the effects of the teacher

background characteristics on classes observed could be measured. The

discussions also gathered teacher views of effective ESL, instructional

approaches for refugees, and their perceptions of what student

characteristics contribute to or inhibit language learning. Teachers also

dicussed their role in and attitudes toward the ELT program.

Project staff used consistent guidelines, included in Appendix IV, for

these discussions. Teachers were assured that the discussions were

confidential, and that no individual responses would be identified.

Overall, teachers were extremely cooperative and the discussions provided

many informative viewpoints on English language training for refugees.
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Teacher Percectionf of Student Attengance

Table IV-6 shows teacher reports of student attendance rates a, d

percesved reasons for non-attendance.

Teachers' estimates of daily classroom attendance rates averages 80.8%.

Most teachers (83.6 %) stated that students come to class because they are

*motivated; only 16.4% stated that students come to class because attendance

is mandatory. The table shows the percentage of teachers who mentioned

various reasons for non - attendances same teachers mentioned several

reasons. The most often mentioned reason for not coming to class was

illness, followed by appointments (welfare, doctor, etc.) and working. Next

most frequently mentioned were lack of transportation and childcare.

followed by frustration, lack of motivation, work search, family problems,

or being too tired.

From the teachers' information, it appears that refugees who do not

attend class have good reasons for not comingmost are attending to health

problems or are actually working or looking for work. External barriers

such as inavailability of childcare and transportation do seem to prevent

some students from attending class. Again, difficult to measure affective/

motivational factors may also play some part in attendance.

Teacher Views of Im?ortant Teacher Characteristics

Teachers were asked what combination of traits or experience are but

for teachers of English to refugees.

Teachers mentioned personal attributes as important more often than they

mentioned specific knowledge and experience in ESL. Those teachers who

mentioned personal attributes feel it is important for the instructor to be.

patient, emphathetic, committed, flexible, and outgoing, and have a sense of

humor.
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Table IV -6

TEACEER P IONS OP STUDENT ATTENDANCE

Student Attendance

Reasons for Coming:

Required
Motivation/learn English

Reasons for Non-Attendance*

Illness
Working
Appointment
Child care
Transportation
Frustrated/not motivated
Looking for work
Tired
Family problems
Welfare cut
Moved
Weather
Attending other programs
Helping friends/relatives
Other

Average Daily Attendance:

of Teachers
Mentionino:

16.4
83.6

45.3
25.2
23.7:-

19.4
18,0
14.4

10.8
8.6

7.9
7.9

4.3
4.3
2.9
2.9
10.1

Over 754 78.8
50-754 14.8
501 or under 7.4

Overall average attendance 80.8

*These categories are not mutually exclusive. Respondents could mention more
than one category.
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Next frequently, ESL experience and training is considered important,

followed by knowledge and understanding of refugee culture. According to

these teachers, both student and teacher affective factors appear to

influence language learning. These traits say of course be results of

previous experiences and background, but these findings point again to the

Lip-octanes of the social aspects of English use in the classroom.

Barriers to Epective/Teachi

Teachers mentioned many different factors which they believe inhibit

effectiveness as a teacher. These fall mainly into three categories:

program or external constraints, student characteristics, and teacher

characteristics. Program or external constraints that teachers feel txpedi

effective teaching are job insecurity, time limitations on number of hours a

student can study, large class size, multi-level classes and high turnover,

lack of bilingual help, no preparation time, inadequate materials, need for

better training and staff communication, and lack of curriculum.

The perceptions of large class size as disadvantageous adds to the

evidence of classroom observations that smaller classes promote more English

speech. The classrooms observations also corroborate the teachers'

perception that there is a lack of bilingual help- -only one in ten classes

observild had a bilingual aide for any part of the class period.

Student characteristics that teachers say impede teaching ef4ectiveness

are essentially the same a* those they-feel inhibit student success:

cultural differences, lack of literacy and education, lack of contact with

English outside class. Some ELT teachers mentioned personal constraints as

innibiting teaching, including training or experience, and English

pronunciation (bilingual teachers).
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Table IV-7 shows teacher responses to questions about their attitudes and

relationship to the program. As the table shoos, over two-thirds of the

teachers consistently gave indications of a positive relationship with the

program, feel they are supported, have influence on decision making,

communicate with other teachers, and follow a program curriculum. The other

one-third responded negatively to these questions.

The results of the its OA Table IV-7 were cross-tabulated to see if

responses were intercorrelated. No significant correlation was found between

the items, that is, teachers responding 'no° to one question were just as

likely to respond eyes" to another questionthese attitudes appear not to be

interrelated.

Table IV-7

TEACHER DISCUSSION: THE TEACHER13 RELATIONSHIP TO THE PROGRAM

I Yes No

Follow a curriculum 68.1 31.9

Feel they have enough materials, support 69.7 27.7

Feel environment is appropriate 69.7 29.3

Know what other teachers in program
are doing

73.6 23.0

Feel they have some influence on
decision making in program

60.7 39.3

Are ever evaluated 73.6 25.6

Get feedback on evaluation 64.2 35.8
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......VariancStersjaudaehaviorsbSelted Student and Teacher

IBMWIEMIBEREI
An analysis of variance was performed on the student behavior measures

by selected responses to teacher and student interviews. These questions

were (1) whether or not teacher follows a curriculum, (2) whether or not

teacher feels she or he is supported, (3) whether students talk with

teacners, and (4) whether students practice outside class.

No significant variation was found in students' classroom behavior

whether or not the teacher followed a curriculum or felt they were supported
N

adequately. Some significant variations in class behavior were found by

reported student behavior outside class. Students who do not talk to

teachers outside class and students who do not practice outside class are in

classes which use more 'Directed Responses in class, possibly a reflection

of lower English proficiency, since Directed Response has been shown to be

one function of level.

As might be expected, students who speak to the teacher in class also

tend to talk more with the teacher outside class, whereas students who do

not talk to their teachers use more of time native language in class. More

oral and silent reading is used in class by students who Speak with their

teacher outside of class, likely also a function of class level, since those

who don't talk to their teacher in English outside class and don't practice

outside class read significantly less in class. Those students who do not

talk to the teacher in English outside class are significantly more often

oft -task in class than those who speak English to their teachers. Also,

those students who do not practice English outside class or with the teacher

don't speak English, as much in class.
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These correlations are not surprising, since they are so closely related

to measured class level, and therefore 'proficiency' -- students whose English

ability is limited lire just less likely to speak English, inside or outside

class. What is important, however, is that these correlations strongly

suggest that speech patterns measured in classrooms reflect English language

behavior outside class.

5iscussions with Bilingual Staff

Discussions were held with 17 bilingual staff persons in seven

programs. These discussions were meant to inform questions about the tasks

and problems of bilingual staff in programs. Typically, bilingual personnel

were extremely busy, and some could not schedule discussion time for this

study; the bilingual staff represented capabilities in Vietnamese, among,

Khmer, Lao, and Chinese languages. All but one had an education of high

school or above, and all but one had had previous experience in resettlement

or ESL work.

Bilingual staff perform a variety of functions including interpreting,

teaching or acting as teachers and doing clerical work, intake, and

counseling. Many are asked to fill several of these functions in the

program. On the average, these aides said they spend 4S% of their time

actually in the classroom. Most of the bilinguals have contact with

students outside of class or programoften, students call them at home.

students coma to bilingual personnel for all types of assistance both in

language and help and referral in solving everyday problems. Those

oilingual staff wno mentioned problems with their work indicated language

proolems, cultural differences and understanding the teachers as among their
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difficulties. Almost all the bilinguals, however, feel that the programs

and teachers support them in their work and respond to their suggestions.

The bilinguals said that several different kinds of language skills are

needed by members of their communities; they most often mentioned that most

communities need survival English and language skills to help find work and

live in the community. Moat feel that more emphasis should be given to

speaking than writing, though about a third think equal emphasis should be

given to speaking and reading/writing skills.

Bilingual personnel suggested ways to best fill students needs,

including having two teachers, one from the ethnic group and one native

English speaker, teaching survival skills, cutting out extras and spending

more time on improved training.

Discussions with Program Administrators

During the program visits, discussions were held with the person

directly responsible for supervision or coordination of English language

training for refugees, as well as with administrators of special programs

within the general programs, and administrators of additional sites for

English language training, such as neighborhood branches of the

institution. In cities where it was impossible to conduct an in-depth

observations at all the major English language training programs for

refugees, additional discussions were also held with administrators of other

programs. These discussions elicited information on program features and

4

program management, and administrative opinions on strengths and problems of

particular programs and possible solutions to these problems. Project staff

taixed to 32 administrators in the 22 programs visited. Though guidelines
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for discussions with administrators mere also used (see Appendix IV), the

in-depth, more unstructured nature of the interviews was not suitable for

coding and data analysis in tae Ban% way as information from student and

teacher interviews. Therefore, results were grouped by topic and

synthesized.

AdainLstrators in ELT programs represent a wide range of experience in

social services, education, and administration. The majority have had

previous experience administering or teaching ESL, and many hold graduate

degrees in ESL, linguistics, or education. Four of the administrator, are

bilingual in one or more of the Southeast Asian languages.

Administrator Roles

Administrators of English language training programs for refugees fill

many roles; their functions often vary with the size of the progi m and the

degree of specialization of their position. Most administrators see their

primary responsibilities as supervising and coordinating teachers, choosing

or developing curriculum, managing resources and contracts, and acting as

liaisons with state and other refugee agencies. Many administrators feel

that too much of their time is spent on proposal writing, recordkeeping,

budgeting and other requirements of contracts, and too little is spent on

the supervisory needs of the actual instructional programs.

Barriers to Effective English Language Training; Suggested Solutions

These administrators identified several problem areas in ESL delivery

for refugee students. They can oe categorized as: (1) problems resulting

from inadequate funding, (2) state or local educational policy, and

(3) barriers resulting from the backgrounds of the students themselves.
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Although soma of the problems are program-specific, there is a broad

consensus among the administrators as to the major problems. Inadequate

funding and uncertain funding cycles are most frequently mentioned as

barriers to providing high quality English language training for refugees.

Related to funding problems are lack of full-time teaching staff, large

class size, and inadequate staff training.

Maximizing Resources. Administrators noted that a number of creative

solutions are being tried by their programs to overcome these barriers to

effective ELT. Larger programs such as community college systems have

combined several funding sources with ORR funds, such as local community

college funds, or ASE and CETA monies, to provide continuing ESL training to

those refugees who still need English training, but whose eligibility for

ORR funded programs may have expired. These administrators felt there is a

need for continuing English language training beyond the survival level, a

neea that many administrators believe will continue for many years to come.

Administrators mentioned other ways they have maximized limited funds,

such as making an agreement within a local area that certain programs will

specialize in one sort of training, for example literacy training or

vocational ESL, thus making efficient use of teachers or aides who are

trained in these special areas. To solve problems of inadequate staffing

due to limited resources, some programs have set up volunteer components

which have met with varying degrees of success according to the

administrators interviewed. The factor felt to be most important in

implementing successful volunteer programs is the use of a d volunteer

coordinator, since volunteers need adequate training and supervision.

Volunteers are used by programs both to support teachers (as clerical or
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instructional aides), to tutor, and to actually instruct classes. Two

programs utilize VISTA volunteers as social service assistants, or tutors

and instructors. An alternative solution for understaffed classes that has

been tried successfully by a few programs is using student-teachers from

TESOL programs at local universities; the students receive credit fca their

work in the program.

Policy Barriers, Solutions Tried. Policy factors which many

administrators say hinder effective English language training include state

imposed time limits on hours of instruction, frequent change in direction or

emphasis of state plans, and uncertain funding cycles which provide little

notice of change and make long-range planning difficult. Several

administrators noted-that their programs or states have softened the impact

of uncertain funning cycles and limitations on student attendance hours by

judiciously using supplementary, non-ORR funds. Others have implemented

forward-funding cycles to insure that at least quarterly planning is

possible. Local or state institutional policies regarding the hiring of

full-time personnel were seen by some as severely affecting the quality of

the services they could provide, since many excellent well-trained teachers

in community college systems are not permitted to work beyond a small number

of hours, even though there is a shortage of qualified teachers in some

areas with large refugee populations.

Barriers Related to Student Background. Administrators also mentioned

that student background and economic circumstances have an impact on the

effectiveness of training provided. sack of previous education is often

mentionea, as well as the need for transportation and child care. From an

aaministrative point of view, however, those background factors were seen to
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b far less important at the program level than the factors affecting

funding, planning, and staffing.

Teacher Qualifications and Background

There is some variation of opinion among adminstrators regarding which

teacher chIracteristics or backgrounds are bait for Southeast Asian refugee

students with little or no educational background. For example, though many

administrators believe that experience with adults is desirable for teachers

in their programs, others are of the strong opinion that experience in

elementary education is most beneficial to low level students. Most

administrators see previous ESL experience as a desirable or required

qualification, along with background in working with refugees or different

cultural groups Though not as important as previous experience, formal

training in ESL or linguistics is also seen as helpful. There was a broad

consensus that individuals teaching refugee students must be patient,

empathetic, and culturally sensitive. Administrators and teachers tend to

mention the same qualifications for teachers, though administrators put more

emphasis on experience, while teachers placed greater emphasis on

personality traits.

Staff management and Training

In tne programs visited, staff management styles range from quite formal

and structured to very informal and unstructured, and vary with the size of

the program (the larger being more structured), the accessibility of central

meeting places, and the management style of the administrators. Informal

communication is considered as effective as more formal means of

communication if administrators remain accessible to teachers and receptive
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to problems. In 601114 of the programs visited, staff meetings are a

regularly scheduled activity, while in others staff meetings are held only

when needed. In some of the smaller programs, staff meet informally so

often that they feel no need for more structured meetings.

Administrators have different ways of structuring visiting classes and

evaluation. SOMA administrators visit classes only rarely, while others

visit classes weekly or daily.

Only six of the programs visited use formal evaluation, most

administrators preferring more informal teacher evaluation, because of time

restrictions, lack of evaluation procedures, or personal preference. In

general, smaller programs located in one site use more informal staff

management, while those programs which are very large or are pa;t of a large

institution use more formally articulated and regulated management

approaches. As seen in Phase I survey results and teacher interviews,

programs seam to place more emphasis on the process of delivering English

language training than on evaluation or outcome measures.

Training

These programs offer various opportunities for staff training. In some

programs, staff in-service training is a high priority, and workshops in new

or specialized ESL aproaches and techniques are given on a regular basis.

many programs rely heavily on meetings of professional organizations,

particular state affiliates of TESOL, to provide continuing education for

staff members. A few programs take advantage of training offered by State

agencies, and in one case, training had been offered by the ORR regional

office.
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Other administrators feel that their budgets or time do not allow for

extensive staff training, and staff must arrange training individually,

based on personal interests or needs.

Curricula

Of the 22 programs visited, administrators of only four said that their

program has no written curriculum, or that the curriculum was still being

developed. AU other programs have a written curriculum, though the

curricula vary in scope and specificity. Many programs use State guidelines

as their curriculum guides, or as a basis for their curriculum development.

Some programs do recommend certain books or materials, and a few even have

curricula designed around particular required books. Many curriculum

guidelines are statements of competency objectives by level. The competency

goals in these types of curriculum guidelines usually include both

linguistic skills and life 'survival' skills for refugees. Many

administrators experienced in refugee education see this kind of competency

based curriculum as most effective for refugee students. There is a broad

consensus among administrators that teachers should have discretion in the

materials and methods that they use in implementing the required

curriculum. (The classroom observations show a wide range of materials and

methods is in use across programs.)

Student Assessment sand Placement

Administrators indicated that several kinds of student placement and

assessment are used by their programs. Sowever, administrators repeateCly

emphasizei the need for an assessment and placement tool that would be

appropriate for students with little educational background.
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Most programs use, at the minimum, an oral interview to initially place

students. Many programs use sax an oral interview, and no written

assessment, either because there is no time or staff to administrate a test,

or they feel it is unnecessary. Some programs use background information on

age and previous education, along with an oral interview to place students,

and have found it quite successful. The results of the classroom

observations, student interviews and community survey of this study suggest

that using background information on education, literacy and age to help

place students, particularly if no other assessment tool can be used, may

help in placing students appropriately.

Of those programs using written tests to place students initially or

move them between levels, most use instruments prepared by the program. The

assessment tools are often very specific to the student population served by

the program. Other programs use standardized tests, including the John

Test, STEL test, Ilyin Oral Interview, and, for higher levels, the Michigan

Test. Programs who have a large number of non-literate students often test

or ascertain students' literacy skills before placement, since

administrators generally feel non-literate students should be grouped

together because of their special instructional needs. Only one program

visited does systematic follow-up on students after departure from the

program. Many administrators indicated that follow-up would help them

demonstrate the effectiveness of their programs, but is virtually impossible

to conduct because of staff time and expense required and mobility of the

student population.

1 5
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Effective ApPepches and Materials for Southeast Asian Refugees with Little
Educational Background

Because the SRELT study focus is on English language training for

refugees, particularly for refugees with limited educational backgrounds,

administrators were asked which teaching approaches and materials they

consider to be most effective for these students. There is a broad

consensus that one particularly successful approach in these classrooms is

Total Physical Response. Administrators suggest the use of real objects and

photographs in class, and most agree that the initial emphasis for

non-literate students should be on oral language rather than written

language. Administrators feel that basic, survival literacy should also be

introduced to these students.

A striking difference of opinion was voiced by an administrator of a

program run by a mutual assistance organization whose students are almost

exclusively persons with little literacy or educational experience; this

program uses traditional methods of writing, copying, translation, rote

repetition and memorization as an introduction to English, since in their

opinion, students and teachers are most comfortable with the traditional

teaching approaches used in their native country.

Program Planning

Programs which provided English language training before the recent

entry of large numbers of Southeast Asian refugees have seen many changes in

the direction of their programs and English language training'in general.

Other programs have been created specifically to fill the need for refugee

English language training. Both programs are undergoing continual change as

budgets, policies and student populations change.
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Many administrators note that their programs have become more structured

and better organized since 1978. They feel curricula are better

articulated, materials are more available and standardized, and special

classes have been instituted to meet special needs of incoming groups. Most

programs have responded to the changing needs of their student populations

and nom have special literacy classes for those recent refugees with little

or no previous education. Others have instituted vocational ESL and provide

more job orientation than previously. In recent months, there has been a

decline in student attendance in some programs, because of outmigration to

other areas, or funding cutbacks. The funding cutbacks have meant some

reduction in auxiliary services previously offered within the context of the

English language training program. Administrators say that programs have

responded to a decrease in funding by reducing the number of teachers,

offering fewer leOels or types of classes, increasing class size, or

reducing the number of class hours offered.

Administrators see their programs as responsive and constantly changing

to meet the needs of their clientele. The directions their programs will

take in the next few years depend, most believe, on the decisions of the

makers of refugee policy at a national ana state level, anci on the numbers

of refugees they will continue to serve. Many of the administrators of

smaller program.. believe that their programs will be phased out in the next

few years, while the administrators of the larger programs, particularly

community colleges, feel that English language training will be offered as

long as there is a need for it in the local community.
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Streniqs of Programa

Adainistators were asked to identify those elements of their programs

which they believe are particularly strong or successful. The most

frequently mentioned program strength is a good teaching staff. Skilled and

committed staff are considered important program assets. Some program

administrators feel that the greatest strengths of their program are good

coordination with other services for refugees, and performing well in the

important social function that an ZSL program can play in the refugee

adjustment process.

Other administrators see the strengths of their programs in specialized

classes that they offer, such as what they consider to be outstanding

literacy training or an excellent vocational education program, or in

particularly innovative or successful program features, such as a very

successful volunteer program, an excellent learning resource center, or a

credit-tuition program.

Administrators generally identify Several components of their program as

being particularly strong. Sowever, many simply state that the program's

strength is serving student needs, either the students overall or a specific

student, such as a very low level nonliterate or new arrival. It is

important to note that different programs have different strengths, and

these might be considered in placing refugees in certain programs within a

city, for example, or in creating cooperative efforts for English language

training delivery or staff training. Discussions with administrators show

that many creative and effective structures, methods, and techniques have

been developed within programs for refugee students, and efficient sharing

of information among programs is likely to be beneficial for all.
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V

cowman SURVEY

Surveys of Southeast Asian households were conducted in four of the

eight cities in which ELT programs were visited: Twin Cities, Denver,

Stockton and Seattle. These surveys were designed to: (1) provide

background demographic information about the refugee communities being

served by ELT programs; (2) gather information about ELT service utilization

in these communities; and (3) measure development of refugees' English

language proficiency. In designing the overall study, it bocame'clear that

assessing the impact of ELT requires information about both program

participants and non-participants; controlled comparisons of the English

proficiency of ELT recipients and non-recipients are needed to assess the

impact of the programs.

method.

Resource constraints necessitated a small, relatively simple survey. A

total of no more than abet four hundred households could be surveyed,

approximately 100 in each city. Furthermore, because of this limited sample

size, all Southeast Asian refugee groups could not be included. Three

groups of refugees were therefore selected: Vietnamese nationals (including

both ethnic Vietnamese and ethnic Chinese), Cambodians and among (from

Laos).

Questionnaires were developed which bilingual interviewers used to

collect information about all individuals in a household (operat..lnally

defined as all persons sharing the domicile at the time of the interview).

Only one person per household was directly interviewed (typically a senior
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male adult), who was asked a few questions about the household as a whole

and than a series of parallel questions about each adult member of the

household. Previous household surveys of this type with Southeast Asians

Rader, 1981: Pullen, 1962) have found this to be an effective and

efficient means of collecting information about both the household and its

members.

Sample Design and Selection

The population was sampled from Vietnamese, Cambodian and among

households in the four cities which had resided in the given city at least

one year and in the United States no more than three years as of the

interview date. These residence requirements were Imposed to focus the

survey on adults most likely to have been served by current ELT programs for

refugees (cf Rader, Nelson and Aster, 1982).

A 2:1 mix of households listed in current telephone directories and

households living in large "clusters" was sampled in each city (in Twin

Cities, listings from both the Minneapolis and St. Paul directories were

used). Thus, of the 100 households interviewed in each city, 67 and 33

households, respectively, comprised the "directory" and *cluster"

subsamples, as shown in Table V-I.

Directory subsamples were drawn randomly from published listings of

potential Vietnamese, Cambodian and Hmong surnames. The sizes of the three

groups' lists were used to estimate the relative sizes of the local groups,

and subsamples were drawn in proportional sizes, as displayed in Table V-1.

A list of "clusters" for each population group was developed in each city.

Interviewers made rounds through randomly assigned clusters in a fixed

order, searching for eligible household.
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Table V-1

BOUM:BOLDS IN CITY AND POPULATION
GBOUP AND SUBS LE TYPE

SAMPLE DESIGN

QM

aging!

TOTAL Directory Cluster,

PooR1ation Group

For

Ilms,

Directory Listings

Vietnamese Cambodian

Twin Cities 100 67 33 513 162 925

Denver 100 67 33 333 83 193

Stockton 100 67 33 137 93 114

Seattle 100 67 33 229 118 87

TOTAL 400 268 132
(100%) (67%) (33%)

SAMPLE COMPOSITION

Subsamp le Population Group

'Directory Listings For

C Director. Cluster Vietnamese Cambodian Nmong,

Twin Cities 119 78 41 48 12 59

Denver 96 64 32 51 15 30

Stockton 91 66 25 43 29 19

Seattle 115 70 45 62 26 27

TOTAL 421 278 143 204 82 135

(100%) (66%) (34%) (48.5%) (19.5%) (32.1%)
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For households selected from a directory, initial telephone contact was

made by a bilingual assistant. Up to three calls were made to contact each

sampled household, at varying times of day and days of the week. If the

family contacted through the published listing had a diffrent address (but

the same telephone number), the household was considered eligible providing

that the ()they requirements were met. If another household had the sampled

phone number, it was considered not eligible. If the residency requirements

for the city and the U.S. were satisfied, the household was invited to

participate, after beins assured that participation was voluntary. The

purpose of the study was carefully explained. Overall, cooperation was

excellent and refusals were few.. If the person agreed to participate, an

appointment was scheduled for an in-home interview.

For households in the "cluster" subsample, the procedure was similar.

All cluster visits were made during evenings or weekends. If an adult

member of the selected population group was home, the purpose of the study

was carefully explained. If the residency criteria were met, participation

in the study was invited; if the person agreed to participate, the interview

was conducted immediately. If no one was home, or if the household was not

eligible or did not wish to participate, the interviewer moved on to the

next unit in the cluster.

Because multiple interviewers worked simultaneously over a short period

of time, it was not practical to stop the survey in a city after exactly 100

eligible households had been interviewed; a substantial number,of moved or

otherwise ineligible households was. encountered on the telephone and walking

lists, and interviewers did not know how others were doing with their

assigned lists. Thus, a slightly larger number of interviews was completed

than had been planned, as shown in Table V-I. Nevertheless, the target
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mixture of subsamples was closely matched, and data were retained from all

eligible houseands interviewed.

The purpose of utilizing the two sampling procedures was to minimize the

inevitable bias of working from telephone directories alone. Techniques are

available for weighting the subsamples so as to minimize the sampling bias,

but preliminary analyses have not indicated a strong need to do so for this

report. The two subsamples will therefore be pooled for the remainder of

this report.

Interview Instrumentation and Procedure

Questionnaires were developed, translated into Vietnamese, Khmer and

among language forms, and pilcit tested in Portland. After revision, the

instruments went through the mandatory Federal OZ' Clearance procedure. A

copy of the English version is included in Appendix V.

The interviews were conducted in either Vietnamese, Khmer or Smong by

carefully trained bilingual assistants. After explaining the purpose of the

survey and answering any questions that arose, the interviewer asked a few

questions about the household as a whole:

o number of people

o number of adults (age 20 or older)

o how long the household had lived in the domicile

o was .there a telephone

o was any member of the household receiving public assistance
(AFDC, GA or other cash assistance from the government)
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The intervicler then asked a number of parallel questions about each adult

(20 or older) member of the household:

43 age, gender

o years of education (native country), languages spoken,
languages read or written

o arrival dates in U.S. and local city

o presently working? ever worked in U.S.?

o English proficiency:
general rating (5 pt. scale)
competency 1 (yes/no)
competency 2 (yes/no)
competency 3 (yes/no)
competency 4 (yes/no)

1st month in U.S. Current

o amount of English language training:
in native country
in refugee camps
in U.S. (in other cities)
in local city (for each program)

English ProficiencvMeasures

Since the focus of the survey was on ELT and English acquisition, let's

look more closely at how information was collected on these critical items.

English proficiency measures were based on self-report. The respondent

rated the English proficiencies and competencies of himself or herself as

well as those of other adult household members. Five ratings at each of two

points in time (first month in the U.S. and the present) were elicited for

each adult (ten ratings per person in all). Ratings of general proficiency

("How well does speak English?") were made on a five point

scale. The alternatives were stated orally before each rating was made:

"not at all," "just a few words," "a little,' "fair" or "well.'
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In addition, four specific competencies were rated on a yes/no basis:

1. Can speak English well enough to take the bus, make
change, get help by him/herself in an emergency

2. "Can carry on simple English conversations with
friends?"

3. "Can carry on simple English conversations with
strangers?

4. Can speak English well enough to look for a job by
him/herself?" .

Although such subjective ratings of general proficiencies and specific

competencies may not be as reliable as standardized test scores or direct

performance measures, previous surveys of refugee populations in the U.S. have

relied on them exclusively. Obtaining large-sample measures of other_kinds

has n proved to be feasible in past studies. Zurthetti6re, studies such as

those of Pullen (1982) and Radar (1981) have demonstrated the internal

consistency and descriptive utility of such self-report measures. There is

some new evidence that suggests that such ratings have substantial validity

when compared with more objective measures. Reder, Green and Sweeney (1983)

studied a cohort of among refugees whose English skills are being tracked over

a period of time. The among adults in the study had their English proficiency

measured in a variety of ways, including the self-reported ratings described

above as well as a standardized test (the B.E.S.T. test, developed by the

Center for Applied Linguistics) of English language capabilities developed

specifically for Southeast Asians. Reder, at al. report a correlation, for

example, of about 0.8 between the B.E.S.T. test scores and the self-reported

rating of general English proficiency. There is thus good reason to suppose

the measures reported here are suitably valid. Further information on this is

available in Phase III of this Project, in which
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both the B.E.S.T. test and self-reported proficiency measures were

administered to a sample of refugee adults.

ELT Participation

Individuals' participation in ELT was reported in several categories. The

duration and intensity of instruction were reported for each program adults

had attended, including programs in their native country, in refugee camps and

in the United States. For each location, the duration and intensity of

training taken were reported in weeks (or months) and hours per week. From

these data, the number of hours of service received in each location was

computed.

Results

Household Characteristics

Household size. The distribution of the 421 sampled households across

cities and ethnic groups was displayed above in Table V-1. The average

household size is about 5.6 persons; Table V-2 displays a breakdown of average

household size by city and population group.

Average household size is largest in Stockton and in among households, and

smallest in Seattle and in Cambodian households. But these inter-city and

inter-population differences are not consistent everywhere in the table; the

Hmong have the smallest households in the Denver sample, for example. A

two-way analysis of variance, shown in Table V-3, indicates that the effects
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Table V-2

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

by City and Population Group

City Vietnamese

Population Group

ALLCambodian Soong

Twin Cities 4.83 5.58 6.02 5.50

Denver 5.78 5.20 4.93 5.43

Stockton 6.62 5.83 7.58 6.57

Seattle 4.94 4.19 6.64 5.14

ALL CITIES 5.47 5.16 6.11 5.62

Table V-3

EXAMPLE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE:

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

Source & Variation SS DP .MS F Significance

City 143.1 3 47.7 7.5 .001

Population Growth 75.6 2 37.8 6.0 .001

City x Population 71.7 .6 12.0 1.9 .08

Residual 2466.6 390 6.3

TOTAL 2732.1 401 6.8



of both city and population group are highly significant (p44:,.001), whereas

the interaction between city and population group is not statistically

significant (p .05), the results for Denver's Hams notwithstanding.

Adults per household. The number of adults (individuals aged 20 auld

older) per household is broken down by city and population group in

Table V-4. In contrast to total household size, there is little apparent

variation here among either cities or groups. Analysis of variance indicates

that neither the main effect of city nor population group is statistically

significant. The fact that total household size varies by city and group

whereas number of adults per household does not indicate that households

differ primarily with regard to the number of children and adolescents present.

Table V-4

ADULTS (AGE 20 & OLDER) PER HOUSEHOLD

by City and Population Group

Population Group

City Vietnamese, Cambodian Hmon% ALL

Twin Cities 2.23 2.25 2.15 2.19

Denver 2.33 2.67 1.93 2.26

Stockton 2.52 2.34 2.58 2.48

Seattle 2.37 2.04 2.56 2.34

ALL CITIES 2.36 2.29 2.24 2.31
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anailljn domicile. Respondents were asked how long the Lousehold had

been living in the present house or apartment. The average tenure was 15.3

months (remember, the household had to have lived in the local city at least a

year to have been eligible for sampling). Compared to their average lengths

of residence in the city (22.2 months) and in the United States (25.7 months),

this figure suggests a high rate of mobility among recently arrived Southeast

Asians. Table V-5 displays a breakdown of tenure by city and population

group. Analysis of variance indicates that only the difference among

population groups is significant (F(2,390) m 8.79, p(.001).

Table V-5

TENURE IN DOMICILE (months)

by City and Population Group

Population Group

City Vietnamese Cambodian %Dom ALL

Twin Cities 17.7 14.2 12.2 14.6

Denver 17.9 15.3 13.7 16.1

Stockton 13.9 13.2 16.1 14.1

Seattle 18.4 11.5 16.2 16.3

ALL CITIES 17.1 13.2 13.9 15.3

Public assistance. Two thirds (67%) of the households were receiving some

public assistance (types of assistance were not distinguished) in Spring

1982. The breakdown of public assistance by city and population groups is
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Table V-6

PERCENT OF SOUSEEOLDS RECEIVING PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

by City and Population Group

Pooullation Group

StfU Vietnamese Cambodian leen ALL

Twin Cities 56 42 98 76

Denver 54 27 23 40

Stockton 100 97 100 99

Seattle 50 77 41 54

ALL CITIES 63 70 70 67

displayed in Table V-6. There are very pronounced differences in public

assistance rates among the cities: almost all of the Stockton households

received some public assistance. By comparison, only 40% of the households in

Denver reported receiving some type of public assistance.

In contrast to these major differences among cities, there are relatively

small overall differences among population groups in use of public assistance.

Analysis of variance confirms these perceptions: differences among cities are

highly reliable (F(3,390) = 41.20, R4(.001), whereas there is no significant

ufference among ethnic groups (F(2,390) = 1.02, p( .05).

17,j
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Individual Characteristics

Characteristics of households were considered above. In this section,

characteristics of the 948 individual adult members of those households will

be presented. The composition of the sample of these individuals is shown

in Table V-7. Their characteristics will be considered chronologically:

background characteristics (i.e., factors determined before entering the

U.S.) are considered first; next, data related to immigration into the U.S.

are described; finally, indicators of resettlement experience in thl U.S.

are examined.

Table V-7

ADULT SAMPLE COMPOSITION (AGE 20 & OLDER)

by City and Population Group

Population Group

Sill Vietnamese, Cambodian Hmono ALL

Twin Cities 100 27 127 254

Denver 117 38 59 214

Stockton 107 69 49 225

Seattle 131 55 69 255

ALL CITIES 455 189 304 948

Background Characteristics

Age. Dividing the average number of persons aged 20 and older per

household (2.31) by the average household size (5.62), the percent of the

population 20 years of age and older can be estimated to be 40.1%. Thus,
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the estimated proportion of the prJpulation under 20 years of age is 59.9%.

For the among, Cambodian and Vietnamese groups, the corresponding estimates

are 63.3% 55.6%, and 56.9%, respectively. The substantially higher

percentage for the among is consistent with their relatively high fertility

rate. Combining these estimates with the individually reported age data for

adults 20 and older, the age profile of the three groups is presented in

Table V-8.

Table V-8

AGE DISTRIBUTION

By Population Group

Population Group

Alt Vietnamese Cambodian Ripens ALL

under 20 56.9 55.6 63.3 59.9

20-29 19.0 16.7 14.0 16.3

30-39 12.5 14.5 9.8 11.6

40-49 7.4 6.3 5.8 6.5

50-59 2.8 4.5 3.1 3.2

60+ 1.4 2.4 4.0 2.5

lim.mwm um. mmwwwww,mmip

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

average age
of adults
(20 and older) 33.9 36.3 36.9 35.4
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Although the Emong population has the largest proportion of persons

under 20 years of age, the Vietnamese group has (among individuals aged

20 or older) the largest proportion of persons under 30 and the youngest

mean adult age. This may well result from the relatively large number of

unaccompanied Vietnamese minors who immigrated to the U.S. and the tendency

of Vietnamese to marry late and stay in school longer than the other

groups.

Sex. There are slightly more males (53%) in the adult sample than

femiles. A breakdown of the gender distribution by population groups and

cities is presented in Table V-9. The percentage of males differs

significantly from 50% only among the Vietnamese group, and there is no

statistically significant variation in tke gender ratio by city.

Table V-9

PERCENT MALES

by City and Population Group

City

Population Group

kimono ALLVietnamese Cambodian

Twin Cities 55 42 52 50

Denver 56 55 54 54

Stockton 57 46 51 52

Seattle 62 49 48 55

ALL CITIES 57 48 50 53
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Age and gender are cross-tabulated in Table V-101 pooling the thret

population groups. The relatively even distribution of males and females

across all age groups can be seen in the table. There does appear to be a

slight trend with ages relatively more females with increasing age. Many

other population characteristics are presented below in terms of these age and

gender groups. \

Table V-10

MALES AND FEMALES

by Age

ASP Males % Females

20-29 54.8 45.2

30-39 53.3 46.7

40-49 51.8 48.2

50-59 49.3 50.7

60+ 48.2 51.8

Education. The mean number of years of education in the native country is

broken down by city and population groups in Table V-11. Overall, the amount

of years of previous schooling averages 5.1 years. As the table shows,

however, education is far from uniformly distributed among the various

groups. The Vietnamese are consistently the most educated and the Hmong the

least, with Cambodians in the middle. The differences are dramatic. The

Vietnamese have an average of nearly eight years of education, whereas the

Hmong average only slightly more than one year. Only one quarter (26%) of the
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Table V-11

YEARS OF EDUCATION (NATIVE COUNTRY)

by City and Population Group

Population Group

City Vietnam9se Cambodian among, ALL

Twin Cities 10.4 6.0 1.3 5.3

Denver 8.1 5.5 2.3 6.0

Stockton 6.2 4.5 1.0 4.5

Seattle 7.2 4.1 0.8 4.8

ALL CITIES 7.9 4.8 1.3 5.1

Huang had sow previous education prior to coming to the U.S., whereas 69 ind

91% of the Cambodians and Vietnamese, respectively, bad some prior

schooling. As we shall see, these differences are critical determinants of

the groups' subsequent English acquisition.

Analysis of variance indicates that differences among groups (F(2,549)

266.7, p .001) and among cities (F(3,849) = 14.63, p 4(.001), are highly

significant. The ordering among zities is of considerable interest: in

decreasing order of education, Denver, Twin Cities, Seattle and Stockton.

This is the same order found above for these cities' employment rates. It is

not at all surprising that education and employment status should be

correlated for this population (after all, this is a societal pattern

throughout the U.S.). What is surprising is that background differences among

refugees of a given group--such as their educational status--e.tist among

resettlement cities; for each of the population groups, individuals in Denver

173
157



and Twin Cities have higher educational status than their peers in Stockton

and Seattle. There is a hint in these data that the overall economic

environment, more favorable in 1982 in Denver and Twin Cities tnan in Seattle

and Stockton, is influencing the settlement of these refugees. Perhaps the

more educated members of a group tend to migrate selectively towards areas

where their employment prospects are better, whereas the settlement of less

educated segments, whoa° employment prospects are dim nearly everywhere, is

determined by other factors. Further data are needed to clarify such matters.

In addition to Qifferences among population groups and cities,

individuals' age and gender are also closely related to their educational

attainment. Table V-12 displays years of education for various age and gender

segments. At all ages, men have considerably more education than their female

peers; overall, men average 6.3 years whereas women average 3.7 years of

Table V-12

YEARS OF EDUCATION (NATIVE COUNTRY;

by Age and. Sex Segments

Aat Woman Men ALL

20-29 4.4 7.0 5.9

.30 -39 4.7 7.0 5.9

40-49 3.0 L.1 4.1

50-59 1.1 4.2 2.0

60+ 0.4 2.8 1.6

/ALL 3;7 6.3 E.1
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education. In all groups, boys have had '- ',re access to schooling in

Southeast Asia than girls had . Although this difference is present in all

age segments in the table, it is less pronounced in younger segments,

reflecting the historical trend towards increased democratization of

schooling in Southeast Asia.

Bilingualism. Since the focus of the study is on English language

training and acquisition, indiViduals' previous experience with other second

languages may be of considerable importance. Although linguistic status was

reported separately for individual languages in the survey, the data have

been collapsed across all languages other than English and the person's

native language to form a measure of whether the individual was (at least

partially) bilingual before coming to the U.S. (Previous knowledge of

English will be considered later.)

Table V-13 indicates that slightly less than half (44%) of the adults

speak a second language besides English. The incidence of bilingualism,

measured in this manner, varies significantly among the population groups,

with the Emong having the highest rate (62%), the Vietnamese the lowest

(32%) and the Cambodians an intermediate rate (44%). Because the second

languages spoken by these groups vary (it is principally Loa for the. Emong

but French for the Cambodians and Vietnamese),.differences among the

population groups should be interpreted with caution.

There are also substantial differences in bilingualism among the age and

gender segments. Table V-14 breaks down these data by age and gen& At

all ages, substantially more men are bilingual than women, no doubt

reflecting their more extensive contacts with outside groups in Southeast

Asia tin trade, in be workplace, in the military, etc.). The
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Table V-13

PERCENT WHO SPEAK A SECOND LANGUAGE (EXCLUDING ENGLISH)

by City and Population Group

City Vietnamese

Population Group

Hsiang ALLCambodian

Twin Cities 40 52 68 55

Denver 35 45 80 49

Stockton 14 52 33 30

Seattle 37 29 55 40

ALL CITIES 32 . 44 62 44

Table V-14

PERCENT WHO SPEAK A SECOND LANGUAGE (EXCLUDING ENGLISH)

by Age and Sex Segments

MI Women Men ALL

20-29 30 49 40

30-39 33 54 44

40-49 43 52 48

50-59 33 57 45

60+ 38 70 54

ALL 34 53 44

I s
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gender-related differences in bilingualism seem parallel to those noted

above for educational status. On the other hand, the distribution of

bilingualism by age is the opposite to that observed for schooling: there

is increasing bilingualism in older age segments, both for men and for

women.

Literacy. Another individual characteristic included in the survey

because of its potential link to English acquisition was literacy, defined

in the survey as the ability to read or write a language 'at least a

little.' Literacy was reported individually for each language (other than

English). To facilitate comparisons among population groups, a measure was

developed which counts literacy in any language other than English,

including the native language (the most common form of literacy for the

Hmong). As noted with regard to bilingualism, differences among population

groups in literacy rates should be interpreted with caution (since they may

represent different accomplishments). Table V-15 displays the percent of

adults who are literate in some language, broken down by city and population

groups. Overall, 581 are literate.

Table V-15

PERCENT LITERATE IN ANY LANGUAGE (EXCLUDING ENGLISH)

by City and Population Group

City

Population Group

Hmong. ALLVietnamese Cambodian

Twin Cities 100 70 36 65

Denver 56 74 51 58

Stockton 15 65 35 35

Seattle 96 53 36 71

ALL CITIES 68 64 39 58
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As is the case for education and bilingualism, significantly more men

(68%) than woman (47%) are literate. This difference holds at all ages.

There are also pronounced effects of age on literacy rates; for both men and

women, literacy decreases sharply with increasing age. The differences here

are quite marked; less than one-fourth of individuals aged 60 and older are

literate, compared with two-thirds of those in the 20-29 segment. Among men,

over three-quarters of the youngest age segment are literate.

Table V-16

PERCENT LITERATE IN SOi LANGUAGE (EXCLUDING ENGLISH)

by Age and Sex Segments

NI Women Men ALL

20-29 54 76 66

30-39 52 69 . 61

40-49 46 62 54

50-59 25 69 46

60+ 21 26 23

ALL 47 68 58

Summary. A number of interrelated background characteristics have been

examined in this section, many of which may affect individual refugees'

overall adjustment and acquisition of English: population group, age, gender,

education, bilingualism and literacy. Table V-17 summarizes the

interrelationships encountered thus far.
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Source of
Differences

POPULATION
GROUP

SEX

Table V-17

SUMMARY OF BACKGROUND DIFFERENCES

Characteristic

EDUCATION

Vietnamese have
the most educa-
tion, among the
the least

Education
decreases with
age

Men have more
education

BILINGUALISM

among have the
most bilingualism,
Vietnamese the
least

(Cambodians intermediate)

Bilingualism
increases with
age

More bilingualism
among men

LITERACY

Vietnamese have
the most liter-
acy, among the
least

Literacy
decreases with
age

More literacy
among men

Education and literacy tend to follow the same pattern, not surprisingly,

since educational experience is typically the predominant means to becoming

literati, Bilingualism, on the other hand, is distributed in a somewhat

different manner, reflecting the multiple types of experience and contacts

Involved in acquiring second languages. The consistent differences

between men and women reflect the generally wider range of contacts

to resources which men enjoyed throughout Southeast Asia, a pattern

observed

and access

we shall

see has continued to exert itself in refugee camps and during the early stages

of resettlement in the U.S.

Migration to the U.S.

The sample of households was purposively restricted to those. who had been

in the United States 1-3 years at the time of interview; a small percentage of

1S4
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the individuals in the sample falls outside of that time frame since only

the household head's (i.e., the person interviewed) eligibility was

screened. The vast majority of the sample arrived in the U.S. in the

two -year period between July 1979 and June 1981, as shown in Table V-18.

The first row of the table is a'breakdown of adults' arrivals by six-month

intervals. Within the sampling period, the distribution is skewed towards

earlier arrivals: 32.4 %, 26.7 %, 22.3% and 13.4% of the sample arrived in

successive six-month blocks. This reflects the progressive decrease in

arrivals of Southeast Asian refugees during that time period. Arrivals over

time in each of the population groups are exhibited in the three rows

below. There are some differences in the arrival patterns of the three

groups, corresponding to their immigration patterns during this time period

(at least for those who eventually settled in these four cities). Nearly

80% of the among sample arrived between July 1979 and June 1980, whereas

less than half of the Vietnamese sample and slightly more than half of the

Cambodian sample arrived during the same period. Vietnamese arrivals

declined only slightly from the beginning to the end of this period, whereas

both among and Cambodian arrivals declined sharply. Thus, the population

mix of the arriving sample varied sharply over time, as shown in Table

V-19. The table shows that both the earliest and latest arriving

individuals in the sample were predominantly Vietnamese, whereas arrivals

between July 1979 and June 1980 were predominantly among.

Careful attention will need to be paid to this changing mixture of

arrivals as the apparent effects of time in the U.S. are examined belOw.

'revious research (Reder, 1981) has demcnstrated how the apparent effects of
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Table V-I8

ARRIVAL OF ADULT SAMPLE INTO TILE U.S.

Time in U.S More than
at Interview 3 yrs

2-1/2 to
3 yrs

2 to
2-1/2 yrs

1-1/2 to
2 yrs

1 to
2-1/2 yrs

Less than
1 yr

Arrival Date: Before July-Dec. Jan.-June July-Dec. Jan.-June After
July '79 1979 1980 1980 1981 July '81*

% of Sample 2.8 32.4 26.7 22.3 13.4 2.4

% of Vietnamese 3.6 24.7 23.8 27.4 17.0 3.6

S of Cambodian 2.7 39.9 13.3 23.4 18.6 2.1

% of among 1.7 39.3 39.6 14.1 4.7 0.7

*Under-represented due to sampling design

Table V-19

max OF GROUPS IN SAMPLE BY ARRIVAL DATE

Percent of
Arrivals
Which Was:

Before
July '79*

July-Dec.
1979

Jan.-June
1980

July-Dec.
1980

Jan.-June
1981

After
July '814!

\

Vietnamese 61.6 36.2 42.3 58.4 69.5 72.7

Cambodian 19.2 24.9 10.1 21.3 28.2 18.2

Hmong 19.2 38.3 47.6 20.3 11.3 9.1

*Under-represented due to sampling design.
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increasing time in the country on linguistic and economic adjustment may

confound the true effects of adjustment over time with changes over time in

the characteristics of arriving refugees. In a survey of a large Emong

community, for example, Reder found progressive changes in individuals'

educational, linguistic and literacy status with increasingly later arrival

dates. For a variety of reasons, earlier arriving groups (the first

*waves") were better educated, more literate, and more exposed to Western

society.

To examine such trends in the present sample, background characteristics

are broken down by arrival date in Table V-20. None of the characteristics

varies regularly overtime, nor is any characteristic substantially

correlated with arrival time, as shown in the leftmost column of the table.

Education, for example, at first decreases and then later increases with

later arrival dates, reflecting the changing mixture of incoming refugees.

The literacy rate of new arrivals declines slightly over time, but the

overall correlation with time is null. Bilingualism also shows a decline,

but only for the most recently arrived groups, and is accordingly only

weakly correlated with time. Unlike some previous studies, there is much

less time-grading of background characteristics in this sample. This may

permit a more direct assessment of the effects of time in the U.S. on

resettlement outcomes.

Settling in the United States

Information was collected about several facets of individuals'

resettlement experience in the U.S.: the length of their residence in the

u.S. as well as in the local city; their present and past employment status
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BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTIC

Correlation
with

Arrival Tine

Table V-20

BACIGROUND COARACTERISTICS BY ARRIVAL DATE

Before Jul -Doc. Jan.-June July-Dec.
July '79' 1979 1980 1980

Jan.-June
1981

After
July '81'

Years of -.13 5.0 4.8 4.3 6.0 6.0 7.1
Education

Percent .15 35.0 48.0 51.0 47.0 19.0 18.0
Bilingual

(excluding
English)

Percent .04 65.6 61.0 60.0 56.0 52.0 36.0
Literate
(excluding
English)

*Under-represented due to sampling design.4



(whether they had ever worked in the U.S. and whether they were currently

working); ELT training received; and English proficiency (reported for both

the first month in the U.S and the time of the interview).

Time in the U.S. The distribution of arrival times was considered above.

The same data can be transformed into the length of individuals residence in

the U.S.: as displayed in Table V-21 for various population groups and

cities. The average length of time in the country was 25.7 months at the time

of the survey. Analysis of variance indicates there are statistically

reliable differences among population groups (as we have already seen) and

cities as well as significant group by city interactions. The sample from

Table V-21

MONTHS IN U.S (AS OF INTERVIEW)

by City and Population Group

City

Population Group

limong ALLVietnamese Cambodian

Twin Cities 26.7 28.0 27.7 27.4

Denver 23.9 26.9 29.1 25.9

Stockton 20.8 26.6 27.1 24.0

Seattle 25.8 22.2 26.9 25.3

ALL CITIES 24.3 25.6 27.7 25.7
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Twin Cities has been in the country the longest on the average. As a whole,

the Vietnamese sample has the shortest average residency in the U.S.,

reflecting the recent increase in their immigration flows relative to among

and Cambodians.

Residence in city. The average length of residence in the local city at

the time of interview was 22.2 months, compared with an average of 25.7

months for residence in the U.S. The closeness of these figures suggests

that many individuals had lived only in the one city (a question which was

not directly asked) rather than haying migrated from another U.S. location.

The actual percentage of secondary'migrants is difficult to assess for this

sample, anyway, since families which had recently moved from one city to

another would not have been eligible for this study (which required at least

one year's residence in the local city).

to ent. The percent of adults employed in various cities and

population groups is displayed in Table V-22. These are percentages of

individuals who are employed, unlike the figures considered above, which

were the percentages of households in which at least one person was

employed. Overall, 22% of the adults were working at the time of the

interviews. There is significant variation among both cities and population

groups in these employment rates, patterned in the same way as the household

level data examined above: Denver has the highest rate (45%) and Stockton

the lowest (3%), whereas Twin Cities (27%) and Seattle (13%) are

intermediate. Among population groups, the Vietnamese and the Cambodians

have similar employment rates (25% and 26%, respectively), significantly

higher than that of the among group (14%). The substantial differences in

refugee employment rates among cities, not surprisingly, reflect differences

9
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able V-22

L. ..ENT WORKING

by City and Population Group

Population Group

Ciy Vietnamese Cambodian Emona ALL

Twin Cities 41 56 10 27

Denver 41 66 37 45

Stockton 4 4 0 3

Seattle 14 9 13 13

ALL CITIES 25 26. 14 22

in local economic conditions. With many refugees being on the margins of

local job markets, it is to be expected that differences in refugee

employment status among cities will correspond with prevailing differences

among their overall unemployment rates. Table V-23 illustrates this

correspondence. The four cities are listed in decreasing order of refugee

employment (middle column), whereas the third column displays the May 1982

unemployment rates for the cities, which generally increase moving down the
N

table.

In add4..J.on to differences among cities and populations, numerous

background characteristics and experiential factors are closely related to

employment status. We will see below that many factors impact individuals'

employment status; for now, the familiar breakdown by age and gender

segments will provide a preliminary perspective.

Table V-24 displays these data. Many more men (31%) than women (11%)

are working, and the difference is consistent across all age groups. For
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both men and women, the percent employed is nearly constant up to age 49,

but begins falling off after age 50 for women and after age 60 for men.

Table v-23

&E 'GEE EMPLOYMENT VS. LC CAL ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

% Adults SMSA rineaployment Rates

City ..51412011L-WLleal. (D.O.L.AA May 1982)

Denver 47 5.9

Twin Cities 34 5.7

Seattle 18 10.7

Stockton 14 15.0

Table V-24

PERCENT WORKING

by Age and Sex Segments

NUL Wean Ma ALL

20-29 U. 30 22

30-39 14 35 25

40-49 13 33 23

50-59 6 31 IS

60+ 3 7 4

ALL 11 31 22
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Information about hours worked and earnings for the week preceding the

interview was collected for individuals reported to be working at the time of

the interview (n 196). The hours worked ranged from 4 to 64, with a mean of

34.1. About two-thirds (65%) of those working worked 35 or more hours during

the preceding week. Their reported earnings for that week averaged $173.29

with a median figure of $152.50.

Information was also collected about individuals' previous work experience

in the U.S. Data about past and present employment status are combined in

Table V-25, in which the percent of individuals who have ever worked in the

U.S. is displayed, broken down by cities and population groups. Overall, 28%

of the individuals have ever worked in the U.S., compared with 22% who were

City

Twin Cities

Denver

Stockton

Seattle

ALL CITIES

Table V-25

PERCENT WHO HAVE EVER WORKED IN TEE U.S.

by City and Population Group

Population Group

among ALLVietnamese Cambodian

51 56 16 34

44 68 41 47

15 13 12 14

17 16 22 18

31 31 22 28
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currently employed; the 6% difference represents those individuals not

currently employed who had been employed at some point in the past.

Comparing this table with Table V -22, a similar distribution among cities

and population groups can be seen.

Table V-26 displays the same data broken down by age and gender

segments. These data are distributed in the same pattern as seen above for

the current employment status data (Table V-24).

Table V-26

PERCENT WHO HAVE EVER WORKED IN THE U.S.

by Age and Sex Segments

bas_ Women Men ALL

20-29 16 40 29

30-39 16 46 32

40-49 16 41 29

50-59 8 37 22

60+ 0 15 7

ALL 14 40 28

Finding employment in the U.S. takes time for most people, and refugees

prove to be no exception. Table V-27 displays a breakdown of employment

status by length of residence in the U.S. Not surprisingly, eroloyment rises

steadily with increasing time in the country. Since we saw above that time in

the U.S. is not a proxy for ethaic or educational status, these results

indicate that refugees' employment prospects have been increasing dramatically
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Table V-27

EMPLOYMENT STATUS

by Time in U.S.

:tAtiaSeEduatJELJULtsmisl0

Less than
1 pr*

1 to
1-1/2 vrs

1-1/2 to
2 yrs

2 to
2-1/2 yrs

2-1/2 to
3 yrs

More than
3 yrs*

I Employed at
Time of
Interview

% Who Had Ever
Worked in U.S.

0.0

4.5

15.4

16.9

19.3

23.2

20.6

28.6

28.0

36.5

28.0

38.5

*under-represented due to sample design

during their second and third years in the country, despite the major

recession taking place in the U.S. during the same period. Of particular

significance in this regard is the difference between the 1-1/2 year and 3

year labor force participation rates; nearly twice as many refugees are

working by the end of their third year in the U.S. as by the end of their

first 18 months. These findings need to be considered in light of the recent

cutback of federal cash and medical assistance to refugees from 36 months to

18 months; many more refugees might well become employed given the extra

period of time to find work. Notice that these data do not indicate that the

18 month cutback itself stimulated increased labor force participation, as

some individuals argued it would at the time of the cutback; these data were

collected before any individuals had been affected by the policy change.
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English Language Training (ELT)

Individuals have received ELT in a variety locales and programs; in

their native countries (usually in conjunction with formal education), in

refugee camps in Southeast Asia, and in the United States (in the city in

which they resided at the time of the survey and/or in previous U.S. cities

in which they lived). Participation in ELT will be reported here by the

mean number of hours of instruction received as well as by the percentage of

individuals who have received any instruction whatsoever. The former

measure, the average number of instructional hours, is particularly useful

since it is additive across different types of programs or locations,

whereas he latter measure is not. Nevertheless, both measures are needed,

since reporting only the average number of hours does not necessarily convey

information about the breadth of service utilization.

Table IP-28 displays overall participation in ELT programs. Each row

presents ELT received in a particular setting: native country, refugee

camp, or the U.S. The bottom row displays total ELT received in all

locations. Looking at the first row, we see that adults received an average

of 87 hours of ELT in their native country. Relatively few individuals

(17%), however, received any ELT at all in their native country. Those that

did receive ELT in their native country received a ..4bstantial amount (an

average of 512 hours). Even less ELT was received in refugee camps. The

per capita adult training received in camps was only 19 hours. Only 10% of

the adults received any ELT in refugee camps; those who did received an

average of 190 hours. In the United States, there has been more intensive

participation in ELT. As shown in L-.he third row of the table, 504 hours of

ELT have been received pe. capita in the U.S n nearly three-quarters
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Table V-28

ELT PARTICIPATION

Mean Hours for

Location Per Capita Hours % Received Those Receiving

of Training of Training Some Training Some Training

Native Country 87 17 512

Refugee Camp 19 I0 190

United States 504 74 681

ALL LOCATIONS 610 78 782

(74%) of the adult population receiving at least some ELT; among those who

participated at least minimally, the average number of hours received is

681.

The bottom row displays ELT received in all settings. Per capita adult

training for this sample is 610 hours. Over three-fourths (78%) of the

adults have received some ELT; those that have received some training

average 782 :lours of ELT. About 22% of the adults have never had au. ELT.

Native Country. Let us now look more closely at ELT participation in

each of these settings. Participation in ELT in the native country is

displayed in Table V-29. Each row shows data for a different population

group. Vietnamese individuals received the most ELT in their native

country, among the least. Nearly one-third (30%) of the Vietnamese received

some training in their native country, and those that did averaged 559

hours; only 10% of the Cambodians, on the other hand, received any ELT, and

those that did received less than the Vietnamese (337 hours); hardly any

among (3%) received ELT in Laos and those that did received still fewer

(200) hours.

19,3
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Table V-29

ELT IN NATIVE COUNTRY

for Different Population Groups

Mean Sours for
Population Per Capita Hours I Received Those Receiving
Group of Training Same Training Same Training

Vietnamese 165 30 559

Cambodian 32 10 337

among 6 3 200

Even within a given population group, access to ELT in Southeast Asia

was not uniform. Table V-30 breaks the participation data down by ae and

gender segments. Individuals under 40 received a disproportionate share of

the ELT. At all ages, substantially more men than women received ELT is

their native countries.

Table V-30

ELT IN NATIVE COUNTRY

for Different Age and Sex Segments

Awe

Per Capita Hours

Women Men All

Receiving Some Training

Women Men All

20-29 45 180 119 14 28 22

30-39 67 134 103 19 24 22

40-49 19 73 47 6 15 11

50-59 35 32 33 3 6 4

60+ 0 65 31 0 7 4

ALL 43 132 91 12 22 17
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The most common mean* of accessing ELT in Southeast Asia for this

population was through formal schooling: there is a correlation of 0.44

between years of schooling and hours of ELT received in the native country.

The link between education and ELT in the native country is perhaps best

stated thus: less than 1% of the individuals who never went to school

received any ELT, whereas 26% of those who did go to school received at

least some ELT in their native country.

Multiple regression analyses were conducted to predict individual

participation in ELT in the native countries. Several such analyses were

carried out. First, hours of ELT received in the native country, ELTNAT,

was regressed on the predictors AGE, SEX, EDUC (years of schooling in the

native country), SWING and CAMBODIAN (the latter two variables are "dummy"

variables, coded "1" if an individual is a member Of that group, "0"

otherwise; a Vietnameso national would be "0" on both variables).

The best predictive equation for ELTNAT useu only two of these

independent variables as predictors: EDUC and CAMBODIAN, with CAMBODIAN

negatively associated with ELTNAT after the effects of EDUC are controlled.

Table V-3I displays the beta-weights of these two significant predictors of

ELTNAT. The adjusted r
2 value, .19, indicates that only 194 of the

variance in ELTNAT can be accounted for by linear regression on EDUC and

CAMBODIAN. The beta values indicate the relative potency of each variable

in the predictive equation for ELTNAT. The sign of the beta value indicates

whether the variable is negatively or positively linked to the dependent

variable. In the ELTNAT equation, EDUC has a relatively strong, positive

effect on the amount of ELT received in the native country, whereas being

Cambodian has a relatively weak (but statistically significant) negative

effect on ELT after the effects of education are held constant.
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Table V-31

REGEESSION or =TEAT

Adj. r2 ..19

Variables in the Variables Not in
Equation the Equation

Variable Berta, AGE

EDOC .421 SEX

CAMBODIAN -.092 EMONG

That scot variables do not enter the regression equation is also

informative. Although substantial gender and ag*-relate4 differences in

=TEAT were observed in Table V-30, AGE and SEX are not predictive of

training received once the effects of education are controlled. This

indicates that the effects of age and gender on ELT received in the country

of origin are indirect, mediated through education; this, of course, is

consistent with the previous results concerning the link between ELT and

schooling in Southeast Asia.

That CAMBODIAN enters the predictive equation negatively suggests that,

holding level of education constant (i.e., EDUC is already in the equation),

Cambodians received less ELT than the other groups in their native country.

No attempt has been made here to explore such interactions in detail, nor to

rascals variables such as EDUC to improve the amount of variance accounted

foe. The primary aim of the regression analysis is to describe the relative

importance of various factors in determining ELT training and (below) the

variables predicting acquisition of English and employment in the U.S.
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RefugSs Camps. The number of hours of ELT received in refugee camps in

Southeast Asia is brokon down by population groups in Table V-32. Parallel

to differences observed among ELT in the native countries, the Vietnamese

again received the most training in refugee camps, and the among the least;

Table V-32

ELT IN REFUGEE CAMPS

for Different Population Groups

Mean Sours for

Population Per Capita Sours % Received Those Receiving

Group of Training Some Training, Some Training

Vietnamese 29 12 242

Cambodian IS 12 150

among 5 5 101

Cambodians received an intermediate number of hours of training. Although

relatively small numbers of adults received ELT in camps, it must be

remembered that camp programs were not fully operational during the time

most of these refugees were in camp.

The breakdown of ELT in camps by age and gender segments is shown in

Table V-33, Although only about 10% of the adults received any ELT in

camps, access to it has been structured in a pattern which is now familiar:

younger persons are more likely to have received ELT in camps, and many

more men than women received ELT in camps. Among those who had been to

school in their native country, 14% received ELT in camps compared to 2.5%

of those who had never been to school. Thus the pattern of access to
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Table V-33

ELT IN =GEE CAMPS

for Various Age and Sex Segments

Per Capita Sours Receiving Some Training
licafn Men All men Men All

20-29 5 34 21 4 21 14

30-39 4 18 11 7 10 8

40-49 10 13 11 9 8 8

50-se 0 20 10 0 6 3

60+ 0 3 1 0 4 2

ALL 5 23 15 5 14 10

education and

camps: those

ELT in the countries of origin was re-established in refugee

with previous education, younger persons, and males all

participated more in ELT in camps.

Multiple regression analyses were carried out to predict ELT received in

camps. The dependent variable, EL?CAMP, the number of hours of ELT received

in camp, was regressed on the variables AGE, SEX, =DC, SMONG, CAMBODIAN,

ELTNAT (all from the previous regression analysis) as well as ENTRIDATE

(month of entry into the U.S.) and ANYLIT (ability to read or write any

language). The resulting predictive equation is summarized in Table V-34.

The table has the same format as Table V-31.

Notice that individual participation in ELT in camps is even less

predictable than that received in the native country (adjusted r2 .09,

compared to .19 in the equation for =NAT); only 9% of the variance is

predicted here. The most potent predictors are ELTNAT (indicating that
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Table V-34

REGRESSION OF ELTCANP

Adj. r2 .09

Variables in the Variables Not in

Fcsat, ion the Eauation

Variable Beta AGE

=THAT .199 EOM

ENTRXMONTH -.165 HMONG

SEX 0 9 5 laittiER

those who had received ELT in their native country participated more in camp

programs) and ENTRYNONTE (its negative beta value reflects the recency of

operation of camp programs). Holding these variables constant, SEX enters

(reflecting the increased participation of men). The fact that EDUC does

not predict ELTdAMP after the effect of ELTNAT and ENTRYDATE are taken into

account indicates that those who had been in the process of learning English

were more likely to be served in campi.

United States. Table V-35 snows the breakdown of ELT received in the

U.S. by population group. As noted at the beginning of this section, a very

large fraction of the adult survey population receives ELT in the U.S.

Table V-35 indicates that, unlike ELT in Southeast Asia, the various

population groups are equally utilizing ELT in the U.S. Roughly

three-quarters of each group is served, and those who are trained reported

receiving an average of slightly less than 70U instructional hours.

2 1)
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Table V-35

ELT IN THE U.S.

for Different Population Groups

Mean Hours for
Population Per Capita Hours % Received Those Receiving
Group of Training Some Training- Some Training

Vietnamese 486 72 675

Cambodian 532 76 700

Hmong 512 74 692

Service utilization is fairly uniform among the four cities in the

study, as shown in the breakdown by population groups and cities in Table

V- 5. The table suggests, and analyses of variance confirm, that there are

not substantial differences among either cities or population groups in the

amount of ELT utilization in the U.S. Within a given city, there do seem to

be certain groups (e.g., the Vietnamese in Twin Cities and the Hmong in

Denver) with substantially high levels of ELT utilization, whereas other

groups seem to be utilizing these services at relatively low levels (e.g.,

the Vietnamese in Denver).

The percentage of adults who received at least some ELT in the U.S. is

broken down by cities and population groups in Table V-37. The same pattern

is evident in these data. there is little overall difference among cities

or population groups in the degree of ELT utilization in the United States.
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OA
Twin Cities

Denver

Stockton

Seattle

ALL CITIES

Table V-36

HOURS ESL IN U.S.

by City and Population Group

fam;ation Grout.

Long, ALLVietnamese Caabodian

737 354 355 492

266 431 848 466

394 782 600 560

584 352 451 495

486 532 512 504

Table V-37

PERCENT OP ADULTS WHO Rocum
SOME Maim= LANGUAGE TRAINING IN THE U.S.

Population Group

SIV Vietnamese Cambodian Hmono ALL

Twin Cities 73 67 72 72

Denver 63 79 85 72

Stockton 65 83 71 72

Seattle 86 71 71 78

CITIES 72 76 74 74

G
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Among the age and gender segments, however, utilization is not uniform,

as shown in Table V-38. Thetw is little apparent change with age in

utilization for individuals up to 50 years of age; for those 50 or older,

ELT utilization declines rapidly, particularly after 60. In all age groups,

men utilize ELT in the U.S. more than women do (overall, 81% vs. 67%). The

difference is particularly striking among the oldest groups.

Table V-38

ram_ris THE U.S.

for Various Age and Sex Segments

Acme

Per Capita Hours

Women Men All

% Receiving Some Training

Women Men All

20-29 411 714 573 70 86 79

30-39 496 630 567 78 85 82

40-49 431 672 558 72 84 78

50-59 195 421 303 47 74 61

60+ 44 125 83 10 26 18

ALL 390 622 512 67 81 74

There are many factors other than age and gender which might impact ELT

utilization in the U.S. Multiple regression analyses presented below

evaluate the joint effects of numerous variables on ELT utilization in the

U.S. But it may be helpful first to break the data down by some additional

variables of particular interest.

Table V-39 breaks ELT utilization down by previous education. The two

top rows contrast adults who have had no education versus those with some

20 .
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Table V-39

ELT UTILIZATION IN TEE U.S.

by Educational Status

Years Education Per Capita
Prior to Entry sours ELT in U.S.

None

Some

% Receiving
Snme ELT

364 67

579 77

1-3 476 67

4-6 561 75

7-11 659 84

12+ 588 79

formal education in their country or origin, while the four bottom rows,

inset to the right in the table, further break down 'some' education into

various amounts of schooling. The major contrasts between 'none and 'some'

are highly significant: Those with some previous educational experience

participate slightly more (77% vs. 67 %) and on the average receive

substantially sore hours of ELT (579 vs. 364). The relative difference in

hours is far greater than that in percentage served: considering only those

individuals who have taken some ELT in the U.S., those with some previous

education received an average 752 hours, 38% more than those with no

previous education (who received an average of 543 hours). This suggests

that not only are individuals with previous schooling more, likely to

participate in ELY, but those that do stay in programs longer. This

suggests that programs may be better suited to the needs of educated or

literate clientele; this will be further clarified beloW':.
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Locking at the bottom line of the table, it can be seen that tae more

formal education a refugee brings to the U.S., the more he or she tends to

utilize ELT. This holds up through the highest category of educational

attainment (postsecondary), at which point it begins to dip down (see the

bottom row of the table) Evidence presented later suggests that the group

with the highest amount at education utilizes slightly less ELT because they

need it less: they had more English proficiency at entry and have learned

English more quickly after entry. Nevertheless, the main effect of

edue^tioni7 clear enough.

,Table V-4\ the utilization data down by length of residence

in the U.S., g*ouped by six-month intervals. Analysis of variance confirms

*:,at La evrint an inspecting the table: although there is no increase in

the percentage of adults served over the second and third years of residence

in the cv:untry, there is a substantial increase in the cumulative hours of

training received.

Table V-40

ELT UTILIZATION IN TEE U.S.

by Length of Residence

Months in the U.S.
Per Capita
Roars ELT in U.S.

% Receiving
Some ELT

12-17 329 73.4

18-23 439 74.4

24-29 506 76.6

3036 677 74.1
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There are two possible interpretations of these results. First, almost

all individuals who participate in ELT at all have already started their

training during their first year imIthe country, but many continue it

throughout the first three years, so that there is a progressive

accumulatioA of per capita hours of training across the three year period.

A second explanation consistent with these results is that there has been a

change over time in the availability of ELT: Although refugees taking ELT

complete their training during the first year or so, there has been a

progressive decline in the past two years in the amount of ELT which new

arrivals receive in their first year of residence. Changing regulatory

limits on the amount of training which individuals can take, among other

factors, could be responsible for such trends.

We saw above that nearly three-quarters (24%) of the adults have taken

174e ELT in the U.S. In contrast, slightly more than one - quarter (27%) was

In training at the tine of the interview. Table V-41 displayi a breakdown

of current particpation in ELT by city and population group. Overall, a

higher percentage (38%) of Cambodian adults were still in ELT at the time of

the survey than the other groups. The most striking differences, however,

can be seen among the cities: In Denver, for example, only 9% were in ELT,

whereas 57% of the adult refugees in in Stockton were taking ELT at the time

of the interviews. An intermediate percentage, 24% of adults in Seattle and

Twin Cities, were in ELT at that time. Once again a consistent pattern of

inter-city differences emerges: Where relatively large numbers of refugees

are currently employed (Denver), relatively few refugees are currently in

ELT, whereas where relatively few refugees are working (Stockton), many more

are in ELT; intermediate levels of employment status and ELT participation

are found in Twin Cities and Seattle.
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Table V-41

PERCENT OF ADULTS PRESENTLY IN ESL(5/82)

by City and Ethnic Group

Ethnic Group

City Vietnamowe Cambodian Ong ALL

Twin Cities 41 22 20 22

Denver 7 10 12 9

Stockton 52 62 59 57.

Seattle 21 33 14 22

ALL CITIES 25 38 24 27

To clarify this relationship, crosstabulations of individuals' labor

force and ELT participation at the time of the interviews wererrformed.

The percentage of individuals not working who participate in ELT (31%) is

twice av large as the percentage (15%) of those working who also participate

in ELT. This is not particularly surprising, since those who work have

fewer opportunities and less free time for classes.

Other factors may be at work here as well. In many cases, unemployed

refugees (believed they) were required to participate in ELT to remain

eligible for cash and medical assistance. These regulations (or at least

belief that such regulations were operative) could clearly inflate the ELT

participation rates for unemployed adults. At the same time, the same
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individuals who tend to acquire English quickly and hence tend to complete

their ELT programs quickly may also be the ones who tend to find work

quickly. This could also underlie the observed negative relationship

between labor force and ELT participation rates. Clearly further analysis

is required to tease apart the mutual relationships among English

proficiency, ELT and employment; an attempt to do this is made below.

Before that can be done, however, a vital set of data needs to be examined

-- English proficiency.

English Proficiencies

Data about self-reported English proficiencies are presented in several

sections. First, English proficiency levels are reported, both at time of

entry into the U.S. and at the time of the interview. Five measures were

reported for each of the two time points: an overall rating (on a S-pt.

scale) and four specific English proficiencies, each reported on a yes/no

basis. Differences in proficiency between the time points, indicating

adults' acquisition of English and coming to the U.S., are examined.

Interrelationships among these measures are also considered. In the second

section, the various proficiency measures are broken down in terms of

individuals' background characteristics (population, group, age, sex,

previous education, literacy and bilingualism) and experiences which may

impact their acquisition of English (ELT, time spent in the U.S., and

employment resettlement location status.) The third section analyses the

simultaneous effects of these background and experiential variables on the

development of English proficiency.
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Development of English Proficiency

Self-ratings of English proficiencies had means of 1.4 the first month

in the country and 2.5 at the time of the interview. Recalling that

proficiencies are rated on a five point scale (with 1 being the lowest

rating), a substantial increase in proficiency has taken place during these

adult refugees tenure in the U.S. (which, we recall, was.slightly over 2

years on the average at the time of the surveys). The pattern of-

improvement can be better seen in Table V-42, in which individuals

proficiency ratings at entry are crosstabulated against their ratings at the

time of the interview. There are 937 individuals represented in the table

Table V-42

IMPROVEMENT IN SELF-RATED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

Proficiency Rating at Time of Interview

1 2 3 4 5 Total

Rating 1 211 270 173 35 0 689

for 1st 2 2 14 58 67 7 148

Month in 3 1 0 3 45 9 58

U.S. 4 0 0 1 12 23 36

5 0 0 0 0 6 6

TOTAL 214 284 235 159 45 937

Proficiency Ratings ("Sow Well Do You Speak English"):

1 m Nos; at all
2 = Just a few words
3 = A little
4 = Fair
5 = Well

A 213
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(those for whom ratings were reported for both time periods). Each cell in

the 5x5 table contains the number of individuals reporting a particular

combination of proficiency ratings for the first month and for the time of

the interview. For example, the upper left-hand cell contains 211, the

number of individuals reporting the lowest proficiency for both time

periods. Moving across that top row, we see that a different group of 270

individuals was rated "1" for their first month in the U.S. and "2" at the

time of the interview. Another 173 individuals were rated "1" for their

first month and "3" for the time of the interview, and so forth. The

extreme right column, labeled "TOTAL', contains the sums of each row, the

total number of individuals having particular ratings for the first month in

the U.S. (regardless of their rating for the time of the interview).

Simularly, the marginal frequencies of ratings for the time of the interview

is contained in the bottom ("TOTAL") row of the table.

Several points of interest can be drawn from the table. First, the

majority of individual adult refugees have improved their English

proficiency since coming to the, United States. cells to the right of the

main diagonal in the Table (i.e., the diagonal running from .21114 at the

upper left down to "6' in the lower right corner) contain individuals whose

proficiency improved since coming to the U.S.; cells on the diagonal

represent individuals whose proficiency remained the same, and those to the

left of the diagonal represent individuals whose proficiency rating declined

between the first month and the time of the interview. Summing the cells,

in these three categories, we get the results show in Table V-43. In round
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Table V-43.

Individuals' Change in English proficiency

Between Entry and Interview

Chance Number %

Increase 687 73.3

Same 246 26.3

Decrease 4 0.4

numbers, three - quarters of the adults improved, one-quarter remained at the

same level, and no one lost proficiency.

Similar gains can be seen in improving the four specific English

proficiencies at the two time points, as shown in Table V-44. Several

Table V-44

MUSE PROFICIENCIES

First Month in U.S. and Present

Having Specific Proficiencies

'Talk w/ 'Talk w/ "Look
Time "Survival' Friends' ,Stranaere, for Job"

1st Month 19.4 17.7 15.4 10.5
in U.S.

Present 65.2 60.4 55.1 37.6

important results can be seen in this table. First, from 10-20% of the

adults possessed the specific proficiencies at entry, depending on the

proficiency. Second, the percentage possessing a particular proficiency is

well behaved, decreasing regularly as the apparent dlfficulty level

increases from 'survival' to "independent job search" levels. Third, there

is substantial improvement in these proficiency levels with time in the

U.S.; the proportion of individuals possessing any of these proficiencies

rises sharply from the first month in the country to the time of the survey.
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By the time of the interviews, over half of the adults had the first three

proficiency levels and over one-third possessed the most demanding

proficiency, the ability to look for work independently.

A few other observations may be in order at this point. It is not

surprising that a small percentage of the refugees had these proficiencies

at entry; we saw that some had studied English intensively in Southeast

Asia. Others no doubt had intensive prior contact with Americans because of

military activities during the War.

One additional proficiency measure can be introduced at this point. The

systematic decrease in the percentage of individuals having the proficiency

as it moves from 'survival" to °Job search' suggests that there may be an

underlying scale (this was the idea, of course, underlying the specific

proficiencies chosen for the survey.) For example, if we define the

proficiency scale scare, as the number (0-4) of individual proficiencies an

individual is reported to have, then the scalability el these data can be

readily determined. The more scalable these proficiencies are, the more

accurately one can predict which specific proficiencies an individual has

from only his or her scale score. For example, if the data are perfectly

scalable awarding to this scheme, then if we know an individual has a score

of 2, it follows that the individual mist have the lowest two proficiencies

and not the higher ones, Another way of looking at perfect scalability is

that if an individual rossesses some given proficiency, then she/he must

also have all proficiencies ranked below it. Departures from these ideal

(but seldom realized) patterns, known as Guttman Scales, can be measured

quantitatively, yielding coefficients of reproducibility. For these

proficiency measures,
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the coefficients are .96 (1st month in U.S.) and .94 (present time) ,

indicating high degrees of scalability. There is thus good rsason to

utilize the number of proficiencies an individual is reported to have as an

appropriate measure of an underlying English proficiency scale. These

scores, ranging from 0-4c will be designated proficiency, lei vels,

distinguished from the single overall proficiency ratings (the five-point

rating) described earlier.

The mean proficiency levels were 0.63 and 2.18 for the first month in

the U.S. and the time of the survey, respectively. This dramatic rise in

level of English proficiency is further illustrated in Table V-45, which

displays the distribution of proficiency levels at the two points in time.

In the first month, for instance, 741 had no proficiencies, and only 7%

Table V-45

SCALED =GLUE PROFICIENCY

First Month in U.S. and Present

% at Proficiency Level

0 1 2 3 4 TOTAL

1st Month in U.S. 74 9 5 5 7 100%

Present 26 14 9 19 32 100%

had all four. By the time of the survey, however, only 26% had zero

pofiJiency, whereas 32% had the maximum of four.

Table V-46 summarizes the foregoing indicators of adult refugees'

English acquisition. The six measures considered (the overall proficiency

rating; the four specific proficiencies, and the scaled proficiency level)

are d!Jsclayed together at each point in time. The bottom rows of the table

display the increase in each measure during U.S. resettlement, a t-test

vAlue and a statistical significance level for the change over time.

Needless to say, all differences are highly Significant.
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Table V-46

CHANGES IN MMUS PROFICIENCIES BETWEEN FIRST MONTH IN U.S. AND PRESENT

$ Raving Specific Proficiencies

Population Overall "Talk w/ "Talk w/ *Look Proficiency

GszaRatirvivals Friends' "Stran e a" for Job" Ltvel

1st Month
in U.S.

1.42 19.4 17.7 15.4 10.5 0.63

Present 2.51 65.2 60.4 55.1 37.6 2.18

11=11MR 11MPMEMMIM .MMNNIM.=1. .1.101111.11=IMMEIM ...
Change 1.09 35.8 42.7 39.7 27.1 1.35

t-va1ue 38.97 25.46 24.84 23.14 17.15 28.21

prob. level .0U1 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001

Distribution of English Proficient:la

Results in the preceding section indicate gains in adult refugees'

English proficiencies since coming to the United States. In this section,

the relationships between individuals English proficiency and their

background characteristics and resettlement experiences are examined.

Breakdowns of the various proficiency measures in terns of selected key

variables are considered. The breakdowns of 1st -month proficiencies are

considered first, followed by breakdowns of proficiencies at the time of the

survey.

In considering the various breakdowns of a proficiency measure against

each of several other variables, several points should be kept in mind.

First of all, we have already seen thai such variables as population group,

age, sex, previous education, ELT participation, etc., are inter-correlated;

breakdowns of a measure of. English proficiency against each of these
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variables therefore will not be independent. An apparent relationship

between sax and English proficiency, for example, might arise not because of

a direct causal link between gender and learning English, but because of

both (1) a causal link between previous education and learning English and

(2) a tendency for an to have received more education before coming to the

U.S. Clearly, to faterpret the mutual effects of numerous variables on

English acquisition, techniques must be applied which account for the

interrelationships among all variables. Such analyses have been carried out

and are described in a section below; for that reason, statistical taste are

not applied to the individual breakdowns presented here.
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English proficiencies the first month in the U.S. Table V-47 displays a

breakdown of the six proficiency measures by population group. The same

relationships prevail among measures for each group. There is also a

consistent pattern among the three groups for each measure: Vietnamese have

the highest proficiency, Cambodians an intermediate proficiency, and among the

lowest proficiency. As mentioned above, other background differences among

the groups may be at work here (for example, um saw that the groups are

ordered in the same way with respect to previous education, literacy, and

amount of ELT received prior to U.S. entry).

Table V-47

ENGLISH PROFICIENCIES: FIRST MONTE IN U.S.

by Population Group

Population
Groin

Mean
Proficiencr.
Rati

a Raving Specific Proficiencies Mean
Proficiency
Level*Survival

*Talk
w riende

'Talk w/
Str ere

*Look
for Job'

Vietnamese 1.68 26.5 26.1 24.0 18.7 1.0

Cambodian 1.33 20.3 18.3 13.4 6.0 0.6

among 1.10 8.0 4.7 3.7 1.0 0.2

The six first-month es.-oficiency measures are broken down by age and sex

segments in Table V-48. The same general patterns appear for each measure:

(1) among these adults, men have more English proficiency than women at all

ages; (2) there is a sharp decline in profioiency after age 50; some measures

exhibit age-grading throughout the adult age range (i.e., decrease regularly

as age increases from 20), whereas other measures do not vary appreciably with

age over the 20-49 age range. Until the effects of other age-related

2 2 0
198



variables (e.g., previous education, literacy), are taken into account, more

extensive analysis of age-related phenomena will not be undertaken.

al
20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60+

ALL

Table V-48

ENGLISH PROFICIENCIES: FIRST MONTH IN U.S.

by Age and Sex Segments

Proficiency Rating Proficiency Level

Women Men All

1.3 1.7 1.5

1.3 1.6 1.5

1.2 1.6 1.4

1.1 1.i 1.1

1.0 1.1 1.1

1.3 1.6 1.4

Women Men All

0.5 1.0 0.7

0.4 0.9 0.7

0.5 0.7 0.6

0.2 0.3 0.2

0.0 0.3 0.2

0.4 0.8 0.6

% Saving Specific Proficiencies

bat

Survival*
*Talk to
Friends

ALL

*Talk to
Strangers°

'Look
for Job*

ALLW M ALL W M W M ALL W M

20-29 15 29 23 15 30 24 12 24 19 7 12 10

30-39 13 26 20 10 25 18 10 23 17 10 17 14

40-49 16 29 23 9 19 14 12 14 13 11 12 12

50-59 8 12 10 6 6 6 3 9 6 3 3 3

60+ 3 7 5 0 11 5 0 7 4 0 4 2

ALL 13 25 20 11 24 18 10 20 15 8 13 10

'4)
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The first-month English proficiency measures are broken down by several

other key variables in Table V-49: previous education, ELT prior to U.S.

entry, and prior bilingualism and literacy. Clear patterns are evident with

respect to each of these variables.

All measures of first-month English proficiency increase regularly with

increasing prior education. The effects are very dramatic indeed. The mean

proficiency level (rightmost column) at U.S. entry is an order of magnitude

larger among high school graduates than among those with no previous

schooling. The same holds for the four individual proficiencies. Indeed, the

first-month proficiencies of the segment having 12 or more years of previous

schooling are nearly as high as the proficiencies of the entire population at

the time of the survey, an average of 2 years after entry! (Compare the "12+6

row of Table V-49 with Table V-57) . Perhaps this is one way of gauging the

advantage that previous education brings to the task of learning English.

Previous education, we recall, is associated with EL2 participation prior

to U.S. entry. Previous ELT, both in the country of origin as well as in

refugee camps, is also related to enterimg English proficiency, as shown in

the next two breakdowns of Table V-49. The contrast in each breakdown is

between None" and "Some," i.e., those having no ELT versus those having at

least some ELT. (The exact hours of ELT are utilized in the more qualitative

analyses presented below.) Strong effects of ELT, both in the native

countries and in the camps, are suggested by all measures in these

breakdowns. The effects of ELT received in the native country appear to be

somewhat stronger than those of ELT in camps; it must be remembered, however,
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Table V-49

ENGLISH PROFICIENCIES: FIRST MONTS IN U.S.

by Selected Population Characteristics

Mean S Raving Specific Proficiencies Mean
Population Proficiency 'Talk *Talk w/ 'Look Proficiency
Characteristic Rating "Survival" tiJPriends' Strangers" for Job' Level

Previous
Education

None 1.03 6.9 3.8
1-3 yrs 1.12 15.6 8.3
4-6 yrs 1.15 13.1 8.5
7-11 yrs 1.61 25.5 24.8
12+ yrs 2.46 46.2 52.6

ELT in
Native
Country

None 1.19 13.6 10.3
Some 2.56 47.5 53.8

ELT in
Camps_

None 1.39 17.9 16.0
Some 1.73 32.6 32.6

Speak a
Second
Language
(excluding
English)

No 1.32 16.8 14.2
Yes 1.55 22.8 22.3

Literate
in Some
Language

(excluding
English)

No 1.21 10.0 10.0
Yes 1.58 26.4 23.4

201

1.6

7.3
10.3
17.8
49.1

8.5

48.8

13.8
29.5,

11.4
20.6

10.5
19.0
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0.9 0.13
3.7 3.35

3.5 0.34
15.3 0.83
35.5 1.84

5.7 0.38
34.0 1.84

9.9 0.57
15.8 1.11

9.0 0.51
12.5 0.78

7.0 0.38
13.1 0.82



that those who had some ELT in the native countries typically received many

more hours of training (an average of 512) than those who received some ELT in

the camps (an average of 190) . Multivariate analyses presented below will

take the actual number of hours into account.

Breakdowns of the first-month English proficiencies by individuals'

linguistic status also exhibit some clear patterns, as shown in the final two

breakdowns of Table V-49. Individuals bilingual in some language (not

counting Engl.! ,), as well as individuals literate in some language (other

than English) tended to be somewhat sore proficient in English at U.S. entry

than their monolingual or nonliterate peers. Again, the relative strength of

these apparent effects cannot be gauged until the effects of other variables

with which they are also correlated (e.g., education) are taken into account.

English -proficiencies at the time of the survey. Breakdowns of current

English proficiencies reported at the time of the interviews are presented in

the following pages as Tables V-50 through V-55. Each table breaks down a

different proficiency measure in two ways: (1) by city and population group,

and (2) by age and sex segments.

The first two tables exhibit breakdowns of the most general measures of

English proficiency: Table V-50 displays the proficiency rating results and

Table v-51 the proficiency level data. The same trends are apparent in the

breakdowns of both measures. There are major differences among the population

groups: the Vietnamese have the highest English proficiency, the Cambodians

an intermediate amount, and the among the lowest English proficiency. There

are also some apparent differences among the cities; refugees in Denver appear

to have the highest proficiency, those in Stockton the lowest. We have seen
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Table V-50

ENGLISE PROP ICIENCY RATTING (1-5)
TIME OP SURVEY

by City and Population Group

Population Group

gi..q Vietnamese Cambodian gem ALL

Twin Cities

Demmer

Stockton

Seattle

ALL CITIES

--N2.

20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60+

ALL

3.1 2.7 1.7 2.4

2.9 2.9 2.3 2.8

2.6 2.4 1.5 2.3

3.1 2.4 1.8 2.6

2.9 2.6 1.8 2.5

by Age.and Sex Segments

Women Men ALL

2.4 3.2 2.8

2.3 2.9 2.6

1.9 2.5 2.2

1.6 2.0 1.8

1.2 1.6 1.4

2.1 2.8 2.5

many other differences among the populations in these cities, however, so

direct comparisons at this point are better interpreted later when the effects

of potentially confounding variables are controlled.

There are clear cut trends with respect to age and sex. In all age

segments, men have more English proficiency than women do. For both men and
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ME
Twin Cities

Denver

Stockton

Seattle

ALL CITIES

Table V-51

ENGLISH PROFICIENCY RATING (0-4)
(TIME OF SURVEY)

by City and Population Group

Vietnamese

Population Group

ALLCambodian pon'

3.2 3.4 1.1 2.2

2.6 2.8 2.2 2.5

1.5 1.8 0.8 1.5

3.3 2.4 1.3 2.5

2.7 2.4 1.3 2.2

by Age and Sex Segments

-VI Women Men ALL

20-29 2.0 3.1 2.6

30-39 1.9 2.7 2.3

40-49 1.4 2.2 1.8

50-59 0.8 1.8 1.3

60+ 0.3 0.8 0.5

ALL 1.7 2.6 2.2
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women, there is.a systematic decrease in English proficiency with increasing

age. In contrast with the age breakdowns oft the corresponding first -month

proficiencies, in which proficiencies were fairly constant through age 50 (and

dropped off quickly thereafter), the age-grading here is quite smooth across

the lifespan. Tables V-52 through V-55 exhibit the same breakdowns for each

of the four specific English proficiencies. The data appear reasonably well

behaved and sharp patterns are evident among these individual proficiencies.

In general, the same trends appear across all four proficiencies: (1) the

percentage of the population groups having a given proficiency are generally

ordered in decreasing fashion: the Vietnamese have the highest percentage,

the among the lowest and the Cambodians are in between (the only exception is

for the 'survival' proficiency, which a slightly higher percentage of

Cambodians than Vietnamese were reported to have); (2) there are substantial

differences among cities (even for a given population group), with Seattle and

Denver being higher than Twin Cities and Stockton; (3) in all age segments, a

higher percentage of males than females has a given proficiency; and (4) for

both men and women, there is a progressive decrease in the percentage of

individuals having a given proficiency as age increases across the lifespan,

To facilitate inspecting trends across the various proficiency measures,

Table v-56 displays data for all six proficiency measures broken down

separately by city, by population group, by age and by sex. Data in this

table is drawn directly from the corresponding figures of Tables V-50 through

V- 55,
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Table V-52

PERCY= HAVING ENGLISH PROFICIENCY 1: "SURVIVAL'
(TIME OP SURVEY)

by City and Population Group

Population Group

9i.= Vietnamese. Cambodian 8Mono ALL

Twin Cities 97 93

Denver 65 76

Stockton 41 64

Seattle 78 83

ALL CITIES 68 76

by Age and Sex Segments

51 70

73 69

33 46

64 75

55 65

_AI Wasen AIM. ALL

20-29 62 85 74

30-39 61 76 69

40-49 52 76 65

50-59 28 67 46

60+ 18 26 22

ALL 54 76 66

228



Table V-53

PERCENT RAVING =LIU raoricxrecr 2: *CONVERSE WITS FRIENDS"
(TIME or SURVEY)

by City and Population Group

Cl Vietnamese

Population Group

ALLCambodian Mom

twin Cities 86 85 30 58

Denver 72 84 61 71

Stockton 42 55 20 41

Seattle 86 73 43 72

ALL CITIES 72 70 37 60

-2

by Age and Sex Segments

Women Men ALL

20-29 60 87 74

30-39 51 73 63

40-49 35 61 49

50-59 28 50 39

60+ 3 26 14

ALL 46 72 60
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Table V-54

PERCENT SAVING ERGLISE PROFICIENCY 3: "CONVERSE WITH STRANGERS'
(TINE C? SURVEY)

by City and Population Group

Population Group

SI Vietnamese Cambodian

Tvin Cities 86 85

Denver 64 70

Stockton 44 46

Seattle 86 64

ALL CITIES 70 62

--Mit

20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60+

ALL

by Age and Sex Segments

Women Men

50 83

44 70

30 53

17 53

3 18

39 68
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!Mon% ALL

23 54

54 63

20 40

22 64

29 55

ALL

68

58

42

34

11
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Table V-55

PERCENT HAVING ENGLISH PROFICIENCY 4: *INDEPENDENT JOB SEARCHN
(TINE OP SURVEY)

cites

?win Cities

Denver -

Stockton

Seattle

ALL. CITIES

by City and Population Group

Vietnamese

Population Groun

ALLCambodian !Mom

60 78 6 35

56 49 30 48

29 19 10 22

78 20 4 46

57 34 11 38

by Age and Sex Segments

-Mil, Women Men ALL

20-29 30 58 45

30-39 31 48 40

40-49 23 34 29

50-59 6 18 11

60+ 4 11 7

ALL 25 46 36
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Population

Table V-56

=GLIM PROFICIENCIES: TD or SURVEY

by Population Group, City, Age and Sex

Mean i Ravine Specific Proficiencies Mean

Proficiency "Talk 'Talk v/ "Lock Proficiency

Charac rist c Rati "Surviv rinds Str ors for Job! Level

Population
Group

Vietnamese

Cambodian
among

SIM

Twin Cities
Denver
Stockton
Seattle

NI
20-29
30-39
40-49

50-59
60+

Sex

Women

Men

2.9 68 72 70 57 2.7

2.6 76 70 62 34 2.4

1.8 55 37 29 32. 1.3

2.4 70 58 54 35 2.2

2.8 69 71 63 48 2.S

2.3 46 41 40 22 1.5

2.6 75 72 64 46 2.5

2.8 74 74 68 45 2.6

2.6 69 63 58 40 2.3

2.2 65 49 42 29 1.8

1.8 46 39 34 11 1.3

1.4 22 14 11 7 0.5

2.1 54 46 39 25 1.7

2.8 76 72 68 46 2.6
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Table V-S7 breaks down these English proficiency measures by other

variables of interest: previous education, bilingualism, literacy, amount of

ELT taken L" the U. S., present partiicpation in ELT and present employment

status. Let's consider each of these breakdowns in turn.

Table V.57

ENGLISH PROPICIENCIPS
(TIME OP SURVEY)

by Selected Population Characteristics

Mean % Saving Specific Proficiencies Mean
Population Proficiency "Talk "Talk w/ "Look Proficiency
Characteristic Rating "Survival w/Priends" Strangers" for Job" Level

Previous
Education

None 1.61 44.3 29.5 20.7 6.3 1.01
1-3 yrs 2.24 58.3 55.0 47.7 23.9 1.84
4-6 yrs 2.46 70.9 65.5 59.4 35.7 2.28
7-11 yrs 3.15 82.6 87.2 84.6 69.2 3.24
12+ yrs 3.78 87.6 90.6 91.9 77.3 3.48

Speak a
Second
Language
(excluding
English)

No 2.38 57.4 55.6 49.8 35.3 1.98
Yes 2.68 75.2 66.5 61.9 40.5 2.43

Literate
in Some
Language

(excluding
English

No 1.94 44.0 34.3 28.6 15.8 1.21
Yes 2.92 81.1 79.9 75.0 53.7 2.90

(continued on next page)
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Table V -57 (continued)

Mean

Proficiencies Mean
Population Proficiency "Talk

* Saving Specific

*Talk w/ "Look Proficiency

Characteristic Rati "Survival" w riende Str ere for Job" Level

Months in
the U.S.

12* 2.55 40.0 35.0 40.0 45.0 1.60

12-17 2.53 59.0 54.5 43.9 24.6 1.82

18-23 2.61 65.7 63.3 59.5 44.6 2.30

24-29 2.29 67.5 60.7 52.2 34.1 2.16

30-36 2.57 69.3 62.8 59.7 39.0 2.30

37+* 2.67 66.7 70.8 66.7 50.0 2.54

Hours of
ELT in
the U.S.

None 2.14 43.2 41.6 38.0 27.1 1.49

1-499 2.44 68.0 56.5 51.2 35.3 2.11

500-999 2.69 80.6 73.7 64.0 43.2 2.61

1000-1499 2.71 79.4 75.0 68.7 46.3 2.67

1500-1999 2.96 78.1 79.2 79.2 54.2 2.91

2000+ 3.36 75.9 83.3 83.3 54.8 3.10

Currently
in ELT?

No 2.42 63.8 59.8 53.9 38.1 2.15

Yes 2.74 68.9 62.0 58.4 36.4 2.25

Currently
Employed?

No 2.33 60.5 53.2 47.7 29.0 1.90

Yes 3.13 82.7 86,9 82.7 69.3 3.22

*under-represented due to sampling design

English proficiency is sharply graded with respect to previous education

(years of schooling in the country of origin). All six measures of English

proficiency exhibit this dramatic grading. The higher the proficiency level,

the more impact previous education seems to have. One way of illustrating
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this phenomenon is to compere the percentage of individuals having a specific

proficiency among the highest and lowest categories of previous educational

attainment. For example, 88% of individuals having 12 or more years of

schooling are reported to have at least a "survival" level of English

proficiency, compared to only 44% of those with no previous education (a 2 to

1 ratio). For progressively more difficult proficiencies, the corresponding

figures are 91% vs. 30% (3 to 1); 921 vs. 21% (4 to 1); and 77% vs. 6% (12 to

1) .

The next breakdown shown in Table V-57 compares individuals who do and do

not speak a second language (besides English). A relatively small but

consistent difference is exhibited: Individuals who ware already bilingual

before coming to the U.S. are at higher English proficiency levels than their

monolingual counterparts. In these data, the apparent effects of bilingualism

seem to diminish (unlike the effects of education) as the proficiency level

increases.

The apparent effects of literacy on English proficiency, shown in the next

breakdown of the table, are much stronger than those of bilingualism.

Furthermore, like the effects of edimation (and unlike those of bilingualism),

the effects of literacy intensify as the English proficiency level rises.

On the second page of Table V-57, some additional breakdowns are

presented. Unlike those shown on the first page, these breakdowns are with

respect to experiences individuals have after coming to the U.S. The first

breakdown displays the various English proficiency measures as a function of

the time individuals have resided in the U.S. Although overall increasing

trends are present, they are neither very strong nor particularly consistent.

Time in itself (at least over the 1-3 year span covered by this survey) does

not appear to be a critical factor in adult refugees' development of English
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proficiency. Perhaps the determinants are particular experiences which engage

individuals with the English language, such as ELT, work experience,

friendships with English speakers, etc.; none of these experiences necessarily

takes place merely becausb of the passage of time.

Some hint of this possibility is given by the remaining breakdowns of

Table V-57. English proficiency increases regularly with hours of ELT

individuals have taken in the U.S. Detailiod'examination of these breakdowns

is quite informative. The most general measures of English proficiency, the

proficiency rating (leftmost column) and proficiency level (rightmost column) ,

increase over the entire range of ELT hours (even up to 2000 hours). Three of

the four individual proficiency measures also behave in this manner: The

percentage cf individuals having a given proficiency increases regularly as

the number 3f ELT hours increases. The lowest or *survival level of English

prof iciency, however, behaves somewhat differently. The percentage of

individuals having this 'survival" level of English increases with ELT hours

only through about 1000 hours, after which it stays constant or even decreases

slightly. This pattern is quite noteworthy, because it suggests that there is

a group of individuals who never acquire even the lowest proficiency levls

despite very large amounts of ELT. According to these data, about 25% of the

adult refugees who have had 2000 or more hours of English instruction are

still below even a 'survival' level of proficiency. This is not necessarily

surprising: A significant proportion of older first generation immigrants

throughout U.S. history (not just Southeast Asian refugees!) have probably not

acquired this minimal level of English proficiency. Furthermore, these

results are consistent with comments from some students and teachers that some

people keep coming to classes but never really learn any English.
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Relationships between English proficiency and current ELT participation

and current employment status are shown in the final two breakdowns of the

table. There i.e a small but consistently positive relation between current

participation in ELT and English proficiency. There is a much stronger

positive relation between current labor force particpation and English

proficiency. Neither of these relationships can be interpreted in causal

terms in a straightforward way. The fact that English proficiency and

employments are positively related, for example, does not indicate that one

necessarily causes the other. Similarly, the relatively weak relationship

between current participation in ELT and English participation does not

necessarily indicate a relatively small effect of ELT participation on

learning English. We know from Phase I that many students leave ELT programs

because they have already reached their learning objectives, so that students

still in programs, everything else being equal, could well be at lower levels

of English proficiency than many program leavers. Once again, multivariate

analyses, in which many of these potential effects can be simultaneously

assessed, will be used to identify the causal relationships underlying adult

development of English proficiency. Having examined some of the basic

patterns in the survey data, we now turn to those analyses.

Predicting the acquisition of English. A long history of events take

place which shape the eventual resettlement experience of individual refugees

in the United States and their acquisition of English. In addition to their

age, sex ands cultural backgronds, numerous formative experiences in their

native countries, in refugee camps and in resettlement sites in the U.S. may

have a significant impact on their acquisition of the English language.

In a similar way, a long chain of multivariate statistical analyses is

needed to examine these multiple influences underlying the refugees'
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acquisition of English. Multiple linear regression techniques are used to

calculate the simultaneous effects of multiple vaariables on some independent

variables, such as hours jof ELT taken or English proficiency level. These

techniques enable the analyst, in looking at a large set of inter-correlated

variables such as thorn survey data, to simplify the description of the data

set and to explore how well the data 'fit" a particular model of causal

influences among the variables of interest.

There are, of course, many, many analyses which might be conducted and

numerous models which can be compared with respect to the data. Numerous

analyses have been carried out and a wide variety of models have been tested

against the data. Those models which appear to offer the most adequate

descsription of the data will be the ones presented here.

Two interrelateds techniques are used to present summaries of. these

analyses. The first is the classical oath analysis of Sewall and Wright,

which uses the least squares estimation methods of multiple linear regression

to estimate the path weights or strengths of causal links presumed among

various variables in the model. The goodness of fit of a prticular path

analytic model is measured as the percentage of variance in the dependent

variable (e.g., English poroficiency) which is accounted for by the

independent or predictor variables (e.g., age, sex, education, hours of ELT,

etc.). These path analytic models have been used to predict the two most

general measures of English proficiency, the proficiency rating and the

proficiency level.

A distinct but closely relateds type of technique will be used to predict

the acquisition of the four specific English proficiencies. For these

measures, the technique of discriminant analysis is used to predict which

individuals (are reported to) have a particular proficiency, e.g.,, able to
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speak English with strangers. The advantage of using discriminant analyses

for these two-valued -(yes /no) proficiency measures is that is quantifies the

predictability of individuals' English proficiencies in easily understandable

terms; the percentage of individuals correctly classified as having or not

having the given proficiency. The discriminant analyses, using the same least

squares estimation procedures underlying multiple regression analysis, compute

a predictive equation as a linear function of the predictor variables, similar

to the regression equations considered above. This equation can be applied to

each individual by plugging in the individual's values on the predictive

variables (e.g., age, years of education,...). Discriminant analyses

establish cutoff values, such that if the value computed for a particular

individual exceeds the cutoff, the individual is predicted to have the

proficiency in question. Similarly, if the computed value is below an

established cutoff, the individual is predicted not to have that proficiency.

The predictability of the English proficiency measure can thus be stated as

the percentage of individuals who are correctly classified by the given

equation.

To facilitate these analyses, a "weak causal ordering' was assumed among

the variables according to the chronology of resettlement: A variable whose

value is always fixed before or simultaneously with the value of another

varible is assumed to be `causally prior' to that variable. Potential causal

links or paths from variable A to B are permitted only if A is causally prior

to B. Thus, because an individual's age, sex and ethnicity are determined at

birth, the corresponding survey variables are causally prior to all other

variables. If the survey data warrant such a link, for example, individuals'

gender may be causally linked to their education, but not vice-versa; we are

willing to allow, if the data support it, gender to determine (in part) years

of schooling received in Southeast Asia, but we would not permit educational

attainment (a later event) to detemine gender (a prior event) .
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Table V-58 shows the weak causal ordering assumeds for the purposes of

these analyses

Table V-58

VARIABLES US= IN TEE ICILTIVARIATE ANALYSES

AGE WNW LIT ENG1 ELTUS

SEX L2 SWAMP MORE

=DC TIN OS THIN CITIES

SNOW DENVER

CANB0DIAN STOCETCIN

Native Country Refugee Camps United States

EN=

There are six sets of variables in this weak causal orderings. Any .

variable to the left of a given variable is assumed to be causally prior to

wwg

it, and can be used as a predictor of it in the analyses which follow.

In the analyses which follow, these variables have the following

meanings. AGE is specified in years, SEX is defined at 1 if male and 0 if

female. Population group, which has three values, is coded by the two dummy

variables, SONG and gam (each of which is coded '1" or "0"). The

Vietnamese are not omitted from the analyses; they are designated when both

SMONG and KHKER are coded "0". Years of schooling in the natiave country is

EDUC, and ELTNAT codes hours jof ELT received in the native country. L2 and

LIT are coded "1" if the individual is bilingual or literate in some Language,

respectively, other than English.

ELTCANP represents the number of hours of ELT received in refugee camps.

TINEUS is the number of months of U.S. residence at the time of the survey (or

by adding a constant, the time of entry into the U.S.). ELTUS is the number

of ELT hours taken in the U.S. WORK is coded 1" if the individual was

2 0
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participating in the Labor force at the time of the survey. ENG1 and ENG2 are

the English proficiencies reported for the first month in the U.S. and at the

time of the survey, respectively.

We will nye proceed chronologically (and causally) through these

variables, moving left to right, identifying the relative strengths (or path

weights) of potential causal influences among the variables. The end-goal is

to identify the variables impacting the development of ENG2, the individual's

English proficiency after resettling in the U.S. Particular attention will be

paid to identifying the impact of ELT on English language development.

Stage 1: Predicting previous education. Regressions performed using EDUC

as a dependent variable examined the effects of the causally prior variables,

AGE, SEX, WONG and KRKER. Results are summarized in Table V-59.

Table V-59

REGRESSION OF PREVIOUS EDUCATION

R
2

dB .43

Variable Beta F sue.

EMONG -.601 475.8 .0001
CAMBODIAN -.243 78.1 .001
SEX .210 67.7 .001
AGE -.189 54.8 .001
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All four variables ante,: the regression operation with a high degree of

statistical significance. The magnitude of the Beta weights indicate the

relative potency of the effects the variables have on EDUC when all' are

considered together. The sign of.the weight indicates whether the variable

has a positive or negative effect the dependent variable, EDUC. Increasing

AGE has the smallest absolute effect SDOC among these variables, and since

its Beta is negative, it has a negative ffect: Everything else equal, being

older (i.e., being born earlier) tends to esult in less education, presumably

since there was less access to education in Southeast Asia the farther back is

time one goes.

SEX has a slightly stranger effect on znec than AGE doss; since SEX was

coded "1" for males and "0" for females, this indicates greater (access to)

ED= for males, everything else equal. Recalling how the dummy variables for

population group, SMONG and CAMBODIANIwore coded, the fact that their Beta

values are negative indicates that these groups have significantly less ED=

than the Vietnamese; the fact that the BAONG Beta (-.601) is more negative

than the CAMBODIAN Beta indicates that the among have stipl less education

than the Cambodians. The fact that these Betas are larger in magnitude than

those for AGE and SEX indicates that the effects of population group on EDUC

are larger than the effects of these other variables (although all are

significant).

There's not much new in these particular results, since we gleaned pretty

much the same picture from the crosstabulations of EDUC by these variables

above in Tables V -li and V-12.
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Stage 2: Predicting ELT and bilingualsim in the native countries. No

parallel sets of regression analyses were conducted on the same causally prior

variables: AGE, SEX, EMONG, CAMODIAN, and MCC. Regression results for

ELTRAT were presented above (see Table V-31) . Results for L2 (speak a second

language, excluding English) are presented in Table V-60. All causally prior

variables are statistically significant predictors of L2, although as a group

they predict only 18% of the variance. Apparently, strong factors other than

those measured determine individual bilingualism. As we saw in earlier

breakdowns, bilingualism is socially distributed in a different way from

education. It increases with AGE, and is highest among the among and lowest

Among the Cambodians.

Table V-60

REGRESSION OP L2

R2 .180

Variable Beta F 211-

!HONG .494 142.9 .0001

EDCC .319 61.2 .0001

CAMBODIAN .193 31.2 .0001

SEX .153 22.8 .0001

AGE .111 12.1 .001

Stage 3: Predictin ELT taken in c litera in a la e other

than English) and time of U.S. entry. Similar regression analyses were

conducted for each of these variables. (Readers interested in summary tables

should
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contact the authors directly.) The variable LIT, incidentally, was placed in

Stage 3 rather than in Stage 2 because many individuals (particularly Emong)

actually acquired literacy during their stay in the camps.

e 4 ti sh ref cien first month in the U.S.

Regression analyses were conducted separately for each of the two most general

measures of first-month proficiency, proficiency rating and proficiency

level. Table V-61 displays the results of these multiple regression analyses.

Two separate equations are presented in the tablet regression equation 1, at

the top of the table, predicts the first-month proficiency rating, whereas

equation 2 predicts the proficiency level.

Relatively large amounts of varianc* are accounted for by these

equations: 52% and 32% of the variance in the proficiency rating and level,

respectively. Each regression equation is summarized in the same way.

Variables which are significant predictors of the particular proficiency

mbasure are Listed on the left-hand side, together with their standardized

regression coefficients (or Seta" weights) and the F and p values indexing

the statistical significance of their contribution to the predictive
I

equation. On the right hand side of the table, variables are listed which

were found not to be significant predictors of the proficiency measure (when

effects of variables in the equation are controlled), together with

corresponding F and p values for the significance test which rejected the

variable's entry into the equation. For example, in Equation 1, we see that

EDUC is the most potent predictor of proficiency ratings, having the largest

Beta value (.474). The F test of the statistical significance of EDUC in this

equation yields an F value of 329.6; the corresponding p-value of .0001

24,1
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indicates that the likelihood of such a large F value being observed by chance

alone. is less than l in 1 i,000. AGE, on the other hand, is not a significant

predictor of the first-month English proficiency rating, once the effects of

the variables of the equation are controlled. The F value of AGE, were it to

be added to the existing equation, is 0.45, which has a p 0.50 chance of

being observed due to chance factors alone.

Although the two equations were derived independently, they exhibit the

same structure. The smr fair predictors enter each equation; and with the
\\

same relative potency. In decreasing order of strength: (1) EDUC --years of

previous schooling; (2) ELT T- -hours of ELT received in the native country;

(3) L2-- bilingualism (in a language other than English); and (4)

ELTCAMP --hours of ELT received in refugee camps. With the effects of

Table V-61

PREDICTION OF ENGLISH PROFICIENCIES:
FIRST MINTS IN U.S. MULTIPLE LINEAR REGRESSION

Equation 1: Dep. Var - Proficiency Rating
adj. r2 .515

Variables Tested But Not
Variables in the Regression in the Regression

Beta P 2 F to,enter 2
A,..,

EDUC .474 329.6 .0001 ACE 0.45 .50
ELTNAT .343 166.9 .0001 SEX 0.28 .60
L2 .116 23.9 .001 SMONG 1.37 .24

ELTCAMP .054 5.0 .026 KHMER . 0.43 .84

LIT 2.94 .09
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Equation 2: Dep. Var. Proficiency Level
adj. r2 .318

Variables Tested But Not

Variables in the Ressession in Vhe Regression

IP to enter 2

EDOC .378 147.6 .0001 AGE 0.37 .55

ELTNAT .246 60.6 .0001 SEX 0.35 .98

L2 .103 13.3 .001 INIDNG 3.16 .08
ELTCANP .082 8.1 .005 MOIR 0.60 .44

LIT 0.43 .51

theme variables statistically controlled, none of the other variables in the

model (AGE, SEX, LIT, EIMUNG or CAMBODIAN) is significantly related to

refugees' English proficiencies the first meth of U.S. residence.

These results are readily interpretable. It is hardly surprising that the

amount of ELT received prior to entry predicts English proficiency right after

entry. Even though we learned that population group, age and sex impact

pre-entry ELT (particularly in the native country) , once the effects of ELT

are taken into account, there are no residual effects of these variables on

the entering English proficienciec. The effects of education, on the. other

hand, are patterned quite differently. Like the population group, age and sex

variables, education directly impacted individuals' access to ELT in their

native countries. But, unlike these variables, the effects of education and

bilingualism persist, even after the effects of ELT are controlled.
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1112110APAA4INAdigtinALEIT_utilization in thit U.S. and Englat

proficiency at the time of the survey. At this point, additional assumptions

must be made about relationships among ELT, employment status and English

proficiency to make further headway. We saw above in Table V-57 that there is

a positive relationship between hours of ELT taken in the U.S. and English

proficiency. If it is assumed that ELT is causally prior to English

proficiency, then the impact of ELT on English proficiency can be directly

assessed. It is conceivable that English proficiency itself directly impacts

participation in ELT, but such a relationship, if it exists, is not likely to

be a simple linear one: Individuals at both extremes of proficiency might be

less inclined to participate. Such effects cannot be evaluated in this data

set. So it will be assumed here that the ELT taken up to the time of the

survey is causally prior to English proficiency at that time.

A similar assumption regarding the relationship between work status and

English proficiency is also problematic. There is good reason to suppose that

English proficiency may impact employment status (that assumption, after all,

is a major rationale for funding refugee ELT programs) . It is also plausible

that employment, through the contacts with EngUsh speakers offered in many

jobs, impacts English proficiencies.

With these caveats, we will nevertheless proceed to gauge the relative

impact of ELT and employment on English proficiency. To do this, WORK will

also be assumed to be causally prior to English proficiency. Additional

analyses (in which WORK is excluded) indicate that the structure of the

resulting model is not radically altered by this assumption. No assumption is

made regarding a casual relationship between ELT and WORK, however.
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Table V-62 exhibits the results of regressing hours of ELT in the U.S. on

the set of causally prior variables. Relatively few potential predictors have

a significant effect on ELTUS, and overall only 14% of the variance is

&co.:untold for. The most significant predictor is TIMEUS, the length of

residence in the U.S. AGE and LIT are also

Table V-62

REGRESSION OP ELT (U.S.)

r2 m .143

Variable Seta F 212.-

TIMEUS .202 32.7 .0001

AGE -.183 26.7 .0001

LIT .180 21.0 .0001

SEX .140 16.2 .0001

STOCKTON .097 7.1 .008

substantial predictors of ELT taken here, indicating that older and

nonliterate individuals are utilizilm ELT less than their younger or

literate peers. Similary mac utilize ELT more than women, even after the

effects of these other variamles are statistically controlled. The

appearance of STJOIXTON here seems to reflect the lack of time limits on

refugee ELT participation prevailing in California in contrast to the ether

cities in the survey (but this is a relatively weak effect).

It is of considerable interest that literacy predicts utilization but

that education does not. This is consistent with, and serves to

corroborate, the findings from classroom observations (Chapter III)

that classroom activities are highly oriented towards literacy, as well as

teachers' views (Chapter IV) of nonliteracy as a barrier to the teaching

and learning of English.
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Table V-63 summarizes the regression analyses for WORK, using the

proficiency Level data for ENG1 (first-month proficiency). About 25% of

the variance is predicted. The most important factor seems to be the city,

not surprisingly, since there are such gross differences among the cities'

employment rates. After those differences are controlled, SEX (being

male), EDUC, and CAMBODIAN impact individuals' labor force participation.

TIMEUS also exerts a positive effect on WORK; everything else equal, the

longer a refugee is in the U.S., the more likely he or she is to be

employed (even going against the widening recession in progress during the

time frame of this study, as noted earlier).

Table V-64 displays the regression of English proficiency (again using

the scaled proficiency level measure) on all the catrAally prior variables

considered in previous states. Numerous variables enter the equation,

which together predict about 58% of the variance, a substantial amount for

a survey such as this.

Table V-63

REGRESSION OF WORK

Variable

R2 m

Beta

.264

F.
DENVER .324 81.7 .0001
SEX .200 41.7 .0001
TWIN CITIES .169 20.9 .0001
EDUC .140 14.7 .0001
CAMBODIAN .105 11.8 .0001

TIMEUS .088 8.3 .004
STOCKTON .078 4.5 .034

ENG1 .123 4.8 .001
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Table V-64

REGRESSION OF ENMLISE PROFICIENCY

R2 .581

Variable Beta

73.2
69.1

EDUC
AGE

.312
-.219

.0001

.0001

STOCITOM -.217 48.5 .0001
LIT .144 22.7 .0001
BMONG -.156 22.5 .0001

TIMMS .110 18.2 .0001
ELTUS .109 17.5 .0001

WORX .111 15.6 .0001

TWIN CITIES -.103 10.4 .00I

SEX .085 10.1 .002

DENVER -.092 8.7 .003

Ma .067 5.6 .018

L2 .064 5.5 .019

EDUC remains the most potent predictor. Other background characteristics

which are strong determiners are AGE and LIT. Even with the effects of EDUC

controlled, literacy per se remains a powerful determiner of English language

development. BMONG is a negative predictor of English acquisition, even with

the effects of EDUC and LIT controlled. Although statistically significant,

SEX and L2 Ke much weaker as predictors of English proficiency.

Several variables reflecting resettlement activities all have about the

same potency as determiners of English proficiency: TIMEUS, ELTUS and WORK

all contribute positively towards the acquisition of English. Even after all

of these variables. are statistically controlled, the resettlement context

(i.e., the city) appears to exert an influence on English language

development. The three dummy variables which code for city all enter
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negatively (with Stockton by far the most ni.uative), indicating that the

non-dummy-variable city, Seattle, appears relatively conducive to English

acquisition when these many other variables are statistically controlled.

Finally, it's worth remarking that an individual's entering proficiency, ENG1,

has a relatively small effect on later proficiency, quite a bit weaker than

the effects of most other variables.

Discriminant analyses. As mentioned earlier, discriminant analyses offer

another means for examining individuals' acquisition of English. For each of

the four specific Language proficiencies on which survey data were collected,

two discriminant analyses were performed. The first attempts to identify

which individuals mastered the proficiency by the first month in the U.S. The

second discriminant analysis attempts to identify which individuals, among

those who had not mastered the proficiency by the first month in the U.S.,

mastered it tiv the time of the survey.

Table V-65 displays the results of discriminant analyses conducted for

each of the four specific English proficiencies (for the first month in the

U.S.). The same predictors considered in the foregoing regression analyses

were considered in these analyses. Each analysis is summarized in a column of

the table. The standardized regression coefficients (Beta weights) of the

predictors in the discriminant equation for a given proficiency are the

numbers listed in the column for that proficiency measure. If no Beta weight

is entered for a particular predictor in an equation, that indicates that the

variable is not a statistically significant discriminator of the given

proficiency. For example, the discriminant equation for *survival level

English proficiency during the first month in the U.S. involves just four

variables: EDUC, LIT, ELTNAT and ELTCAMP. As in the regressions, the larger

the magnitude of the Beta value, the more potent the variable is as a

predictor.
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The number of individual cases in each analysis and the percentage of

cases correctly classified (as having or not having the particular proficiency

during the first month in the U.S.) are listed in the bottom two rows of the

table. Using only 4-5 predictor variables, between 73-82i of the cases are

correctly classified by these discriminant analyses, depending on the

proficiency being predicted.

Table V-65

PREDICTION OF ENGLISH PROFICIENCY LEVELS
(FIRST MONTE IN U.S.)

SY DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS

Predictors

Survival°

English Proficiency Predicted

'Look for
Job'

`Talk with
Friends*

"Talk with
Strangers'

EDUC .536 .700 .789 .792
L2 .193 .278 .202
LIT .270 -.205 -.211
ELTNAT .469 .463 .430 .461
ELTCAMP .271 .176 134

1 Cases 73.1 80.0 81.8 81.0
Correctly
Predicted

% Cases in 942 942 942 944

Analysis

Not surprisingly, these results are similar to the corresponding

regression analyses. Previous education is the most potent predictor of all

four of the first-month proficiencies, as it was for the ,:lverall proficiency

measures. English language training received in the native countries (ELTNAT)

is consistently the second most potent predictor.
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After these two strongest predictors, the picture varies somewhat

depending on the particular proficiency being predicted. Both literacy and

ELT received in refugee camps predict the "survival" proficiency, not

surprisingly, since basic literacy skills are needed for many survival tasks

and since refugee camp ELT programs explicitly taught many "survival' type

English prof iciencies. As the proficiency level being predicted increases

from "survival' to 'look for Job," the potency of ELTCAKP as a predictor

decreases regularly land disappears altogether at the highest level),

reflecting the limited focus and duration of the camp programs (at least those

which this group went through). Previous bilingualism ("1,2") is a positive

predictor of ail but the lowest ("survival') first-month proficiency. LIT is

less straightfoward as as predictor. It starts off as a positive predictor of

'survival' proficiency,. drops cut of the equation for 'talk (English) with

friends,' and predicts the highest proficiencies negatively. MOM, at the

same time, is regularly ,increasino, in potency across these proficiencies.

Since ED= and LIT are closely tied, there is likely some interaction taking

place between the two in these, equations (remember, education has been one of

the key paths to literacy).

The corresponding discriminant analyses of the four proficiencies at the

3ime of the survey are summarized in Table V-66. These analyses, we recall,

are applied only to those individuals who did not have the given proficiency

the first month in the U.S. The discriminant equations are therefore

predicting which individuals actually learned each given proficiency in the

U.S.
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In general, the discrimination of learning is quite strong (77 -83% correct

identifications). The same overall structure of predictors is seen here as in

the path analytic models. EDUC, AGE, LIT and SEX are consistent predictors of

learning English. Indicators of resettlement activities (TIMMS, ELTUS and

MRK) are predictors of English acquisition of abogt equal potency. The among

seem to acquire the higher levels more slowly than other groups; Cambodians

seem to pick up the Lowe:: levels more quickly than other groups.

Table V-66

PREDICTION OP LEARNING SPECIFIC ENGLISH PROFICIENCIES

by Discriminant Analysis

Predictors

Survival

English Prof iciency Predicted

"Look for
Job

*Talk with
Friends"

"Talk with
Strangers'

EDUC .406 .503 .455 .570
AGE -.466 -.437 -.379 -.185
HMONG -.312 -.321

LIT .177 .269 .230 .187
STOCKTON -.432 -.357 -.208 -.342
TWIN CITIES -.212 -.271
DENVER -.198 -.126 -.228
SEX .219 .206 .270
TIMEUS .186 .268 .208

ELIVS .148 .191 .148
WORK .173 .204 .390

L2 .227

CAMBODIAN .318 .267 -.178

% cases in
analysis 627 623 643 688

% of cases
correctly
predicted 77.0 79.9 81.7 83.2
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APPENDIX III-A

PROCEDURES FOR CLASSROOK OBSERVATION

Procedures for Use of the Classroom Observation Instrument

Whenever possible, observers entered a classroom at the beginning of a

class period or after a break. The observer sat close to the front of the

room, facing the students, positioned in a place which would be unobstrusive

yet still provide a good view of as many students as possible. During the

observation period, observers did not talk with the class, and were only

introduced if the individual teacher wished.

Using the observation forms (see copy at end of Appendix), observers first

noted the time, date, teacher and program, then noted on the cover sheet any

unusual environmental factors such as extreme cemperatures, very crowded

classrooms, external noise, etc. Next, a seating chart was filled out on the

third page of the form (Class Spontaneous and Elaborated Speech --CSES), noting

the sex and apaproximate age of each student. Form the numbers on the seating

chart, five students were chosen using a random numbers list; these seat

numbers were then marked on Page 4 (Student Behavior Observation).

observers then turned on a timing tape, which they listened to through

earphones, that timed each section of observation. Seven minutes were spent

on the first classroom observation checklist, noting some context variables as

occurring: 'none', "some, or "a lot', 'a lot' being defined as over one half

the observation time and other frequencies as "none' or "some", ranking the

emphasis on different items. Three minutes were taken to complete the coding

of the checklist.
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Class Spontaneous and Elaborated Speech

After the General Classroom, Observation Sheet was coded, observers

proceeded to page 3 of the instrument, Class Spontaneous and Elaborated Speech

(CSES):

Step 1. The seating chart had been filled in with sex and approximate age

of student when observer first entered the room.

Step 2. For a five-minute period, the coder simply checked a box for each

occurrence of spontaneous or elaborated speech observed in the appropriate

square for each student.

Spontaneous Speech was defined as a student-generated speech act in which

students said something in English on their own initiative without being

specifically directed to. Elaborated Speech was defined as a speech act in

Ytngish which was a longer utterance than directed response called for, or a

complex or lengthy spontaneous speech act. In the data analysis discussed in

Chapter III, what is termed Spontaneous Average and Elaborated Average are

taken from these counts.

Step 3. After the five-minute interval was coded, 30 seconds was taken to

code the context for the first five minutes, "sweep interval A. Coders

circled one choice for each item, choosing the category most emphasized during

the five-minute period. Only if there was equal emphasis were two choices

circled. Working definitions were the same as for the General Classroom

Observation Checklist.

If a clear transition, interruption or break occurred during the

five-minute per 44, the times were recorded.

Step 4. This procedure was repeated (Steps 2-3) for 'sweep interval B."

Display 1 below is a sample of the CSES "box for one student in the seating

chartthis student was seated in seat 32; he was a 35-year-old male. During

sweep A, five spontaneous speech acts were observed for him, and one

elaborated speech act. See the form in this Appendix for an example of the

entire seating chart 235



and classroom context fors. During sweep B, the student did not speak

spontaneously at all, but had one elaborated speech act.

Display I

Sample CSES Grid for One Student

Erg NUMMI 1111111111111111
111111111111111.1111111111111111111

111111111111111111111111E11111
r-Amannistrannsu

-,11111111111111111111111111111111111

11111111111111111111111111

Student Behavior Observation

Sten I. (Five students had been randomly chosen for observation when the

observer first entered the class.)

Step 2. Using the signals on the timing tape, observers checked the box

next to the behavior first observed in the six-second interval. Only one

check was made per interval. Display 2 below is a sample of an observation

grid for one student; the entire student behavior observation is found on the

copy of the observation instrument at the end of the Appendices.
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Display 2

Sample Behavior Observation Grid

Stdent.

1 2 3

Mu I
10

Display 2 shows student #3, in seat #45 of the seating chart. In this

sample, the observer saw the student speaking English spontaneously to the

teacher (ST) for intervals 1 and 2, then speaking English as part of a

directed response (DR) for intervals 3 and 4. During the intervals 5, 6 and

7, the student was speaking his native language to another student (LS), and

during intervals 8, 9 and 10 he was "off-task," tending to a child in the

classroom.

After the observer coded 10 six-second intervals for the first student,

Student #2 was observed and coded, then Student #3, until all five students

had been observed for 10 six-second intervals.

Step 3. Observers then coded the teaching context for the previous five

minutes, as on the Classroom Spontaneous and Elaborated Speech form.

Step A. Steps 1-3 were repeated, observing the same students again and

coding the context.



General Classroom Observation Checklist

The last part of the classroom observations was a repeat of the General

Classroom Observation.

Working Definitions

General Classroom Observation Checklist. The. following is a list of

working definitions, by item number, which observers used for the General

Classroom Observation Checklist. These definitions were used only for coding

this observation form, and for convenience are also used in the discussion in

Chapter III of this report. The working definitions and terms are mt the

only or necessarily accepted way of defining the behaviors observed, but were

agreed upon by all observers to assure consistent and reliable data gathering

procedures.

1. Language Dived by the Teacher:

English and another was coded if any part of the lesson, but not all,
was conducted in a language other than English during the observation
period.

2. To What Extent was Instruction Addressed to Students as:

a whole group: all students together receiving same
instruction

in small groups: students divided into groups within class

individually at seat: students work alone at desk, teacher or aide
helps them individually

3. To What Extent Did Teacher Present English:

in written form

orally

nonverbally

teacher used writing or written materials
for instruction

teacher (cr tape or video) spoke language
orally

hand gesters or body movement

other miscellaneous

2C0
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4. To What Extent Did the Teacher Use Teacher Materials:

board writing

books

worksheets

literacy props

drawings/photos

film/video

tape

tangible objects

teacher writes on blackboard

books, pamphlets

individual sheets foreach student, either
teacher made or book copies

alphabet charts, word cards, or flash cards,
Silent Way charts

prepared or impromptu drawings, photos

movies, filmstrips, TV

recorded speech

real objects such as food, clothing, car
parts, etc.

5. To What Extent Were Students Using at Their Desks at
Direction (students had to have been using materials
teacher as part of lesson:

written materials

tangible objects

other

books, worksheets

as above

Teachers
at direction of

6. To What Extent Did the Teacher Direct Student Activity Towards
(category was coded if students were doing activity as part of lesson
instruction):

board work/displays students write on board,
something on disp

seatwork work at desk aloe
or worksheets

testing/assessment

or demonstrate
h as word charts

ly silent reading

quizzes, tests, ams or other assessment,
either written r oral

recitation activities in hick students are answering
questions, d lling or repeating at
direction o teacher. Responses are
explicit.

discussion open or, gui ed discussion on any topic

listening/comprehension students li ten to lecture, tape
dictation, ut do not speak
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role playing--
teacher/student

role filaying
student/student

other teacher

directed student/
student interaction

other

students act out a part or situation, teacher
takes one role

as above, but students take both or all roles

any other activity in which students interact
with each other such as asking each other
questions, helping each other with seatwork,
etc.

any miscellaneous other activities in
class. Included silent reading (oral
reading is "recitation "), physical response
exercises, etc.

7. To What Extent Were the Following Explicitly Taught Oescription of
the lesson focus):

learning to read

grammatical patterns'

vocabulary

pronunciation

conversation

other

8. To What Extent Did Lesson
lesson:

medical orientation

housing

money/numeracy/time

transportation

explicit literacy instruction or reading or
writing lesson, as opposed to using written
materials for other purposes

lessons in traditional grammar, or pattern
practice, structural drills, etc.

focus on meaning and pronunciation,
individual words or word lists, oral or
written

focus on pronunciation of words or saunds,
intonation or stress

focus on speaking English in context, either
learned dialogs or class discussion

included lectures in native language,
instruction in survival skills, some
vocational skills such as sewing, etc.

Content Emphasize (the topic, if any, of

body parts, illness, appointments, etc.

rent, landlord problems, description of
house, etc.

American money, learning numbers, written or
orally, learning to read or say time

take the bus, cars, etc.
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shopping

employment orientation

other cultural
orientation/survival
skills

ESL for specific jobs

LI content

Other

prices, comparison shopping, groceries,
clothing, etc.

English for getting or keeping a job

survival skills and cultural information not
included in any category above, such as
crime prevention, schooling for children,
legal orientation, etc.

English for a specific, job or vocation, such
as welding, assembly, cooking, sewing, etc.

teacher spoke in native language, content
could not be determined by observers

miscellaneous "other' was usually coded when
lesson was "English" language lesson such as
grammar or general reading, but no specific
survival skill content

9. To What Extent Did the Teacher Use the Following Targeting Methods
(ways teacher selected_ students for respond,:

unison

unstructured

directed

voluntary

individual at seat

other

all students respond together

students speak without being individually
called on

teacher chose students for response by
asking questions directly, calling names,
etc.

teacher asks for volunteers

attention given to individuals at their
seats--the teacher goes around to help

any other, such as students directing next
speaker, etc.

10. To What Extent Did the Teacher Require a:

written response

spoken response

physical response

students write

students speak

students follow direction, manipulate
objectives, etc.

"None" would be coded for all categories if no response was requires.
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11. To What Extent What Corrective Feedback Style -- Teacher Correction
Approaches. 'None would be coded if teacher did not correct students
at any time, or have other students correct:

immediate teacher teacher gives student correct language form
correction or response immediately after error is made

teacher solicitation teacher asks another student for correct
answer elsewhere response

teacher recces
student

teacher corrects by giving student partial
answer, or asking the question again.
Student corrects self.

other student students in class correct each other
correction

other any other type of correction, such as
explanation, translation in native language,
explanation of rules, etc.

12. Bow Many Students are Using English that is_lcode- amount and "level
of English. No talk at all would be-otIded "none" on all the
categories):

mechanical

meaningful

communicative

students repeat or do structured pattern
dr ills

students answer questions on more complex
drills but there is only one correct answer

students are using English in response to
open ended questions, discussion, or to
communicate amongst themselves

13. Row was Teacher/Student Generation of Speech Balanced*:

mostly teacher

mostly student

about the same

teacher does most talking

students do most talking

*Note: This item was not included in the final analysis, since
initial analyses showed that ambiguity of the item gave unclear

results
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14. To What Extent Did Teacher Use:

formal English a speech register generally reserved for
formal lecture or writing

colloquial English everyday 'consultative" speech style

pidgin English simplified English or mixed English of
another language

15. To What Extent Did Students Introduce New Materials?

Count number of times questions or new materials introduced.

16. To What Extent Did Teacher Incorporate New Materials and/or Questions?

If #15 above were 1 or more, count number of times teacher responded
or adjusted based on student questions.

17. How many aides were present?

Count bilingual and English speaking aides in class for Ea length of
time.

18. To What Extent Did Aide Activity Emphasize:

teaching aide actually teaches part or all of class

individual tutoring aide helps students individually

interpret aide translates from or into native language

taking students aide comes in, take students out for
out of class administrative or other purposes

19. Sow Many Changes in Lesson Content Occurred?

Count change of topic, activity or focus.

2C. Sow Many Interruptions Occurred?

Count interruptions in which instruction stops.

21. How Man Minutes of Seven-Minute Period Were Spent on Instructional
Activities?

Approximate number of minutes.
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Student behaviors. The following is a list of working conditions used for
coding student behaviors.

DR

ST

SS

ET

ES

LIT

LOS

7T

7S

RCS

RS

W

0

Directed Response. Student is speaking English in
response to specific teacher direction, for example,
unison repetition or responding to a question.

Spontaneous to Teacher. Student is speaking English
spontaneously to teacher; student has not been
targeted specifically by teacher and is just 'speaking
up' whether in or out of turn. Speech is directed to
the teacher.

Student is speaking English spontaneously to another
student.

Elaborated to Teacher. Student is speaking English to
teacher in an 'elaborate' response, either a lengthy
or complex speech act, especially if more than teacher
specifically called for.

Student is speaking English in lengthy or complex way
to another student.

First Language to Teacher. Student is speaking native
language to teacher.

First Language to Student. Student is speaking native
language to another student.

Unknown to Teacher. Student is speaking to teacher,
but observer cannot tell what language is being used.

Unknown to Student. Student is speaking to another
student, but observer cannot tell which Language.

Reading Orally. Student is reading orally.

Reading Silently. Student is reading silently.

Writing. Student is writing, whether at teacher's
direction or not.

Other On-Task Behavior. Student is on-task, but not
behaving in any of above ways. Listening, following
directions, and generally paying attention are
considered other on-task behaviors.

Can't Tell. Observer cannot tell whether student is
on or off-task..

Off Task. Student is off-task, not following lesson,
not speaking English or writing. Examples of off-task
behavior are daydreaming, leaving the room,
socializing, attending to children.
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Limitations of Observation and Changes in Procedure

Occasionally, a class ended early, or interruptions occurred ..'hick

prevented the observer from completing the entire four pages of the

observation sheet. In these cases, the Observer sometimes chose to eliminate

one sweep of student behavior observations, or eliminated the second classroom

checklist. These cases were very infrequent and any part of the observation

instrument which had to be left out was coded as "missing data" for analysis.

All changes in procedure were noted in the cover sheet for the class.

For very large classes, observers also noticed they could not accurately

code every instance or spontaneous speech when an animated discussion was

taking place, or when many students were calling out answers at once. An

analysis was therefore run comparing the spontaneous speech section by class

sizes, and it was found that large class size did not significantly affect the

reliability of data collection.

Observer Effect

Teachers had been asked to conduct their classes as they normally would if

observers had not been there. In some very small classrooms, of course, it

was not possible to be inconspicuous, and in others, unaccustomed to visitors,

the observer's presence was more noticeable. All of the observers noted that,

in general, the effect of an observer presence on the classroom behavior

diminished after a few minutes. A large proportion of students and teachers

interviewed said they perceived little or no change in the normal classroom

activities due to the observer's presence.
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Field Testing and Training

The classroom observation instrument was field tested in ESL classrooms of

various type levels in the Portland area. To assure feasibility and

generalizability of the forms, two observers tested the instrument in each

class making appropriate revisions to the intrument after each field test.

All observers used the instrument in its present form in at least two test

classes before they used them in the field. To further assure reliability,

each observer had a detailed list of definitions for each item coded.
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APPENDIX III- -B

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION DATA ANALYSIS

I. THE MAJOR DATASETS

A. *Leveler* Information (LEVEL)

B. General Classroom Observation Checklist (CLIST)

C. Class Spontaneous and Elaborated English Speech (SPORT)

D. Student Behavior Observation (BEEAV)

E. Student Interview (STUDINZ)

P. Teacher Interview (TCSPRINT)

II. LEVEL

A. The Data

1. What: Each student was asked a question in English and the

quality of the response was recorded. The questions varied in
difficulty and were asked in a random order.

2. Litz: The ability of the students to answer these questions
serves as an index of their English language skills. This index
enables the proficiency levels of the classes and programs to be
compared without relying coley on human judgment.

3. When: This data was taken once in each classroom that was
visited.

B. How Was the Data Recorded and Analyzed?

1. What was recorded? Responses by each student to the question
were classified into the following categories:

a. other person answered (L1)
b. no response (L2)

c. inappropriate response (L3)
d. appropriate non-standard response (L4)
e. appropriate response (L5)
f. appropriate elaborated response (L6)
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Bow was the data summarized? The number of responses in each
category was recorded for each class. The variable name
assigned to each category is listed above. When another person
answered the question (L1), the response was not considered
appropriate and was not used. Thus, the total number of valid
responses from a class was the sum of L2, L3, L4, L5 and L6.

Several composite variables were created to summarize the
results.

a. Appropriate average (APAVE) was the percentage of the total
responses which were appropriate.

APAVE = (L4 + 15 + L6)/(L2 + L3 + L4 + L5 + L6).

b. Another variable, APAVEL, was the percentage of response
which were of appropriate standard quality or better.

APAVEL = (L5 + L6)/(L2 + L3 + L4 + L5 + L6).

c. Finally, the appropriate elaborated responses were called
SLAVE.

EL&VE = L6/ (L2 + L3 + L4 + L5 + L6) .

The three 'leveler' variables each measured a class overall
ability to understand and respond to questions asked in
English. They varied only in the type of responses which were
deemed acceptable.

3. Which variables were chosen from the "leveler" data for use in
later analyses? Two criteria were used for choosing the
variable to be used. The first was 'what is most reasonable?"
and second, "does it discriminate between apparent class
labels?' Elaborated speech did not occur very often in many
classes and ELAVE did not discriminate well between low and
mid-level classes. APAVE and APAVEL were highly correlated with
one other, and did seem to separate the classes well. APAVEL
was chosen as the variable.

III. GENERAL CLASSROOM OBSERVATION CBECKLIST =AIM

To describe the process of learning, it is necessary to identify the
setting in which it occurs. The General Classroom Observation Checklist
(CLIST) was designed to document some of the most important features of
classroom instruction. At the beginning and end of each observation
period, our observers took seven minutes to fill out the checklist. A
copy of the checklist is contained in this Appendix.
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Row was the data recorded and analyzed?

There were four different kinds of items on the checklist. The first

(Items 1, 13, 15 & 16) required the selection of one of several
categories. The second (items 2, 5, 7, 8, 12 & 18) required the
observer to estimate the amount of an activity that occurred in the
classroom. The third (items 3, 4, 6, 9, 10, 11 &14) required the
ranking of classroom activities by their frequency of occurence. The
fourth type of item (items 17, 19, 20 fi 21) required a number to be
filled in, such as the number of aides present in the classroom. Each
type of item has different scaling properties, that is, it conveys
information in different ways. As they were originally recorded,
separate analyses would have to be done for each type of question.

Sow the data were to be handled was further complicated by the number of
observations in each classroom. Each class was to be observed three
times, and during each observation, the checklist was filled out twice.
Thus, for most classes there were six ratings for each checklist
question. Because of the number of ratings and the different kinds of
questions involved, analyzing the checklist data would be quite
camp licated.

To simplify data analyses, several changes were made. Items which
required rankings to be made were recorded into the "None, Some A Lot"
categories used in other items. If an activity or teacher behavior was
rated as being most frequent (a ranking. of 1), it was recorded as "A
Lot". All other rankings were regarded as "Some", and those not ranked
were treated as "None". In Items 15 and 16, a similar approach was
taken. The categories of rsponse in these items (None, 3 times or less,
More than 3 times) were taken to represent ("None, Same, and A Lot").
Responses of "A Lot" were coded as "3", "Some" were coded "2', and
'None" became '1". These values were then averaged across observations
and days for use with other sources of information. Although this
method of aggregation is unorthodox, a comparison of the original data
with the recorded aggregated means convinced the researchers that the
information conveyed by each were essentially equivalent.

The checklist data was combined with other data sets in two ways. For
comparison with classroom data, the checklist data was combined across
observation periods within each day (SWEEP) and across the three days of
observation. For comparison with data from the daily observations, the
checklist information was handled so that no aggregation was necessary.

IV. CLASS SPONTANEOUS AND ELABORATED ENGLISH SPEECH (SPORT)

To record the amount of speech that was generated by each student, two
5-minute observations were made. For each student, sex, age and the
number of spontaneous or elaborated English responses were recorded by
the observer. A brief description of the classroom context was also
made for each observation period. This information was used to
determine which types of classroom procedures encouraged student
speech. This was also the course of most of the data concerning the age
and sex of the students.
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How was the data analyed?

For each observation period, the number of spontaneous and elaborated
responses were counted for the entire class, and the average response
rate per student was calculated. The observation periods showed no
significant differences between them, so they were combined and averaged.

Like the other large data sets, SPONT was aggregated in two ways. To

combine it with classroom data, information was averaged across the
three days of observation. No further aggregation was needed to combine
SPONT with other data from the daily classroom observations.

V. STUDENT =SAVIOR CBSERVATION (BERM

To describe.more precisely what the students were doing in a classroom,
observers selected five students to observe for two 5-minute periods.
The behaviors of the five students were classified into one of 15
categories. Each student was rated 10 times with each five-minute
session. Descriptions of the classroom context were also recorded for
each observation period.

Row was the data analyzed?

The number of times each student was classified into each category was
recorded and averaged across the five students for each observation

period. There were no major differences between the two observations.
Thus, the average over both sessions were used in subsequent analyses.
Same of the categories of behavior were combined into larger units for

analysis. These included all of the student-generated English speech
categories, the original language speech categories, the reading
categories and those categories considered to be 'on- task'. A variable
referred to as "percentage of time on- task' was also created which
compared identifiable 'on -task' activities with "off-task" activities.

BEHAV data was combined directly with other daily classroom observation
data. After averaging across observation days, the data set was
combined with other classroom data.

VI. STUD= DISCUSSIONS (STUDENT)

To gather information on students backgrounds and attitudes, discussions
were held with several students in each class. The students selected

for this part of the study were selected randomly by the observer. The

observer followed guidelines on student selection to help ensure that a

representative sample was obtained.

How was this data analyzed?

After initial analyses were performed on the overall group, class
averages were obtained on the most important questions. On questions
which had respondents choose one of several categories, the percent.. 3e
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of the class which selected each response was calculated. The class
averages were then combined with other classroom data.

VII TEACRER DISCUSSIONS (TCSELINT)

Discussions were hold with all teachers whose classes were observed.
The questions inquired about such things as experience, current teaching
conditions and attitudes toward the program.

How was the data analyzed?

After the initial analysis for the entire group of teachers, class
averages were obtained for classes with more than one teacher. As was
done with the student discussions, questions with several categories
were recorded as the percentage of teachers in the class which selected
each option. The class averages were then combined with other classroom
data.
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Appendix 111-C

"Leveler' Questions

Whero are you from?
What's your address?
What's your date of birth?
What do you do when you are sick?
What time do you go home from school?
Where do you live?
What do people call you?
What languages do you speak?
Are you married or single?
What's your phone number?
Sow long have you been living in the United States?
Sow long have you been studying English?
Sow do you get to school?
What do you do for a living?
When did you come to (name of this city)?
What kind of transportation do you take to school?
Sow many people live in your house?
What's your native country?
Sow old are you?
Sow old were you when you left your country?
When did you arrive in the U.S.?
What's your name?
When do you come to school?
How many children do you have?



APPENDIX III-D

DATA ANALYSIS -- TEACHER STYLE

The two groups of teachers were compared by teaching behaviors (from the

classroom checklist) and by the student behaviors they elicited (from the

student behavior checklist, and the spontaneous and elaborated speech

observations). Within the groups of teachers who teach two classes, each

teacher is observed twice. In the comparison group, each teacher is

represented only once. The frequency of each variable to be examined is not

of primary importance in this analysis. What is more interesting is the

variance of each variable. The variance of an observation may be considered

to consist of two parts: (1) the part due to the differences between the

different teachers, and (2) the part due to changes by the same teacher from

time to time. It is expected that between teachers, variance is about the

same for the two groups of teachers. If there is a difference between the

groups, it is expected to resul% from the greater consistency (less variance)

of teachers compared with themselves. To measure the difference in the

variances of the two groups, an F-test was performed. A F-test is a simple

ratio of the variances of the two groups which takes into account haw many

observations were made. Listed in the following table are the significant

results from these comparisons.

There were almost 100 comparisons made between these two groups at the .05

level of significance for both mean and variance differences. There were only

three statistically significant differences found eetween the groups can be

claimed. In contrast, 16 statistically significant differences variances

were observed. As expec:.ed, th6. group of dup1.4cate teachers showed smaller

variances than the comparison group. In only three cases was the trend

reversed - -just about what would be expected by cnance.
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Table III 1-1

DATA ANALYSIS-Mai:ER STYLE

Mn SD

Titscher Variables

Boardwriting 2.3 0.53

Literacy Props 1.0 0.11
Tape 1.1 0.16

Discussion 1.3 0.28
Role Play/

Teacher-Student 1.0 0.05

Grammatical
Patterns 1.3 0.28,

Vocabulary 1.2 0.18

Pronunciation 1.2 0.19

Medical
Orientation 1.2 0.34

Targeting :Other 1.2 0.36
Spoken Responses 2.2 0.43

Feedback :Other 1.3 0.35

Time on Task 6.6 0.54

Student Var iabies

Spontaneous to
Teacher 1.2 -1.50

Reading Orally 1.4 2.10
Other on Task 1.4 1.80

Time on Task 0.98 0.02
Spontaneous

Average 0.43 0.36

Elaborated
Average 0.12 0.13

*The value of T which is
freedom is .

**The value of F which is

freedom is

Comparison

Mn SD T* F*

Which is'
Greater?

1.8 0.30 2.19 3.14

1.1 0.21 1.39 3.88

1.1 0.35 0.59 5.00

1.3 0.58 0.24 4.29

1.0 0.,12 0.56 5.00

1.5 0.56 0.90 4.13

1.6 0.40 2.16 5.06

1.4 0.43 1.32 4.93

1.1 0.14 0.93 5.69

1.1 0.15 0.97 5.49

2.6 0.41 2.15 1.11

1.5 0.74 0.61 4.49

6.9 0.16 0.13 12.12

3.1
0.4
4.2

0.95

0.82

0.30

2.10
0.70
5.60
0.06

0.80

0.34

2.32
1.47
1.32

1.22

2.04
8.66
9.51
6.59

1.28 5.04

1.42 6.70

D,M
CIV
CAT
CjV

CO/

C,V
C,V
D,V

D,V
D,V
C,M
C,V
C,V

C,M
D,V
C,V
C,V

C,V

CIV

associated with a probability of .05 with degrees of

associated with a probability of .05 with degrees of -

Key: Mn = Mean
SD = Standard Deviation
D = Duplicate
M = Mean
C = Comparison
V = Variance 27f;
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APPENDIX III -E

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION COVER SHEET

Observer Class ID

Date Teacher

Program Scheduled Time

Day of Observation 1 st 2nd 3rd

Classroom Environment:

Type of Building

Temperature

External Noise Level

Lighting

Amount of Space

Classroom Location

Children Present

Other Factors

Yes

1. Now make seating chart on Spontaneous Speech Sheet.
Circle seats, fill out age and sex.

2. Put an "X" through any seats whose student is blocked from view.

3. Don't collect data on blocked students.

4. Use your random numbers chart and choose 5 students for student
behavior observation.

5. Put the seat number of those students on the Student Behavior Sheet.

6. Turn on tht tape and start the general observation.



"Leveler" Tallies"

Other
Person
Answered

No Zmapprop.
Response Response

Approp.
Nonstd.

Approp.
Std.

Approp.

Elaborated
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TEACEER ZISTRUCTIONS FOR USING LEVELER

1. Please read the questions in the order given. Read them word for word,

exactly as written.

2. Go around the room in order, asking the next numbered question to the
next student. Don't skip any students--it's expected that some son't
be able to answer the question.

3. If the student doesn't answer the question, just go on to the next
student in order, asking the next question on the List.

4. Go down the list and around the room until ail students have been given
one question.

5. 7f you run out of questions, just go back to question number 1 and
continue around.

Thanks for your time and help!



Shore are you fros?

Nkat's your address?

Vhat's your date of birth?

Shot do you to rhea you ara sick?

Mat ties do you go hose frog school?

STINE IILIESSICkS

Share do you live?

Mat do people call you?'

Mat languages do you speak?

Are you carried or single?

hat's your phone oushor?

Hoe long have you been living in the United States?

Nat long have you ;leen studying English?

Not do you get to school?

what do you do for a living?

Shen did you cue to tease of this city)?

Mat kind of transportation do you take to school?

Sou &any people live in your house?

What's your native country?

Nos old are you?

gag old sere you 'hen you left your country?

When did you arrive in the U.S.?

What's your nave?

ghen do you cog* to school?

Ivy nIldron do you havo?
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APPENDIX IV

DISCUSSION GUIDELINE3

Administrator Discussion Guidelines

1. (Note sex, age, ethnicity) What is your background and experience in
working with ESL and refugees?

2. When was your program set up?

3. Sow has it changed since then?

4. What do you envision it looking like two years from now?

S. What does-your program do best? (What are its greatest strengths?)

6. What are the greatest barriers the program has in delivering effective
English language training? Sow would you like to see these barriers
overcome?

7. How do you see your role as administrator?

8. What do you spend most of your time doing (planning, budget, supervising,
teaching, etc.)?

9. Do you ever visit classes? Formally or informally? Sow often?

10. Does the program have written objectives? (If yes, ask to obtain a
copy.) Who developed them? If there are no written objectives, what do
you see as the primary objectives of your program? How is progress
toward objectives assessed?

11. What follow up is done on exiting students?

12, Does your program have a written curriculum? (If yes, ask for a copy.)
Do all the teachers kncw about it? Is it required that they follow it?
Sow much discretion do teachers have in planning their lessons, choosing
methods, materials, etc.?

13. Are teachers given planning time built into their day or hourly wage? Do
you think that teachers are overburdened, or is their workload about
right?

14. Are there regular staff meetings? When was the last one? Are staff
meetings mandatory?

15. What kinds of inner vice :raining have been offered to the staff in the
last year. Are staff ?aid to attend?
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Administrator Discussions - Cnntinued

16. Do you feel there are any particular English language training approaches
or mattrialp that are particularly effective for the target population
(SE Asian re ogees with little educational background)? Has the program
developed any of its own materials? (Ask to collect later.) What
emphasis do you feel should be placed on literacy training versus
speaking?

17.:hteacher characteristics or experience do you feel are best for

ing English to SE Asian refugees with little or no educational
background?

18. What assessment techniques does your program use for student placement
and diagnosis? Is it mandatory? What instruments are used? (Ask to

collect a copy later.) Who atministers it?

19. Does your refugee program have a separate advisory board or other formal
links with employers, other agencies, and/or refugee community leaders?

20. In your view, what are the most important links for programs to maintain
with other parts of the community?

21. How often do you meet with other local ESL providers? Who sponsors such

meetings?

22. Are volunteers recruited to help in your program? Sow are they used?

Who doss the recruiting? How can volunteerism be increased?

23. Describe the links between employment services for refugees in your area
and your program?

24. Describe the links among eligibility for Refugee Cash Assistance,
employment services and participation in English language training.

25. How helpful is your English Language program in getting students jobs?
What kinds of jobs do they get?

26. In general, how much do you feel employment helps refugees' English
skills compared to class?

27. In your opinion, how can private sector support English language training
services for refugees?

28. Other comments.
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Student Discussion Guidelines

1. How did you learn about this program?

2. Why did you choose this program?

3. How long have,you been studying here?

4. How do you get to school (transportation)?

5. How do you practice English outside of class? Who do you practice with?
Do you study outside of class?

6. For you, what is the most difficult thing about learning English?

7. What do you think is the easiest thing about learning English?

8. Do you,and your teacher talk in English outside of the classroom?

9. Who do you talk to if you have problems with schoolwork?

10. (Note sex and ethnic group here.) How old are you? What is your
previous education? (If none, ask: Can you read at least a little bit
in your native language?) When did yOu arrive in the U.S.?

11. Do you think my being in class today made the class any different?
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Teacher Discussion Guidelines

1. How long have you been teaching here? How long have you been teaching
ESL or working with refugees? With what groups?

2. What is your goal for your students?

3. What do you see as the greatest barrier or impediment to your being an
effective ESL teacher?

4. Do you follow a curriculum designated by the program? If no, why not?

5. Does the program provide you with the materials, training, and other
kinds of support you need? If no, what else do you need? Is the
physical environment you teach in appropriate?

6. When was the last time you had a staff meeting? When was the last
inservice training?

7. How do you share teaching problems (formally, informally, who, etc.)? Do

you know what other teachers in the program are doing?

8. Does anyone evaluate your class? Do you get feedback on it?

9. How do you influence decision making in the program?

10. How do various ethnic groups provide input in program design or
implementation?

11. Are there special considerations in planning for teaching ESL to this
population compared with other ESL students?

12. What methols do you use and why?

13. What materials and methcdP do you consider most effective for this
population (SE Asian refugees with little educational background) and
level?

14. tow do You track students' progress? Is the instrument you use provided

by the program? Is it required by the program? How often do you use it?

15. What are reasons for refugees coming or not coming to class? How is your

attendance (on an average day, what percent of students are there)?

16. What is the students' greatest barrier or impediment in4cquiring English?

17. What do you feel the strongest determinant is in student's' successfully
acquiring English (e.g., teaching, individual background, family, etc.)?
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Teacher Discussion - Continued

18. What do you feel is the most important trait or experience an ESL teacher
needs for teaching this population?

19. Sow such emphasis do you think should be placed on reading and writing
vs. speaking in learning ESL?

20. How has my prezence in your class affected the class? Were the classes
more or less typical, or different than usual?
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Bilingual Aide Discussion Guidelines

1. Mote sex and ethnic group.) Ecw old are you? What is your educational

background? What is your work experience with ESL and/or refugees?

2. What kinds of tasks are you called upon to do?

3. Is your work load too heavy or about right?

4. What are some of the difficulties you have in performing your assigned
tasks?

5. What percentage of your time is spent in classes? What do you spend most
of your time on?

6. How does the program respond to your suggestions?

7.. Do teachers and administration provide you with enough support to do your
`job? If not, what else could they do to help?

8. Sow mud, contact do you have with teachers in the program outside of
class?

9. `go you have any contact with students outside of class? Do students ever
contact you at home? What do they need?

10. From your contacts with students, what do you think are the most
important English needs of students in your ethnic group?

11. What are things the program could do to fill those needs?

12. In your opinion, what emphasis should be given to reading and writing vs.
speaking in English language training?

13. Haw is instruction here helping students find jobs?

14. How much English do you think students learn in school compared to at
work?
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ATOPEIPIX V

COMMUNITY SURVEY INSTRUMENT
(English Language Version)

Interview No.

Interviewer

Date

City

Ethnic Group

Person Interviewed

Address

Telephone No.

COMMUNITY SURVEY

Form Approved
'OMB *0960-0285
Expires 9-30-82

Study of Refugee English Language Training

A. Eousenold Information

1. Row many people live in your household?

2. How many adults 20 or older live in your household?

3. How long have you lived at this residence?

4. Do you have a telephone? (Yes/No)

5. Is anyone in your household receiving public assistance? Yes No)
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a. Individual Information - Background. Characteristics

1..1

Cr*

Please tell me about yourself and each member of your household aged 20 or older.

What are their names?

1. How old is

2. Sex M/

3. flow many years of

education in native
country?

BEST COPY AVAluto
a

M/F 14/F M/F M/F

years years years
t years

4. What languages does
1;peak/

5. ,What languages does
read or write

a little?

6. When did
in U.S.?

7. Is

If

a.

arrive

working now? Yes/No
V.

divi many hours

work

b. d;r1 mnGn money
earn

1 oe#40

11,1:# \#,A-ked in

the I, .1 in U.S.?

'1. How 1 )14,1 11#1:i

11Ni:A ifl

ill ill this aro

Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No

Yes/No

hours hours 1 hours hours

Yes/No Yes/No
f

Yes/No Yes/No

years years
months

years

months

years
months

09



First First

Month Month

in U.S. Now in U.S.

10. a. How would you
beet. describe

's ability
to speak English?
(choose one)

1. lit)/ al all

2. a few words
3. a little
4. lair
5. well

b. Which of these
things can
do without an
interpreter?

1. take bus,
count change,
or get help
in an emergency

2. cAn speak alit tie
Emilish with

Z) .iIE:clltQ they kno

3. cill speak alittle
in Enqlish with
stranqerfi

4. can look lot a
job

310

First
Month
in U.S. Now

Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/Ma Yes/No

Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No,

Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No

Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No

First
Month
in U.S. Now

First

Month
in U.S.

1

Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No

Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No .

Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yee/No.

Yes/No Yes /No Yes /No Yes /No
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11. Did study
English before
coming to this artfa?

Place?

How many weeks? weeks weeks weeks weeks weeks

How many hours
per week"? hours hours hours hours hours

Place?
.

How many weeks? weeks weeks weeks weeks weeks

ro
--, How Law; hour u
co

per week? hours hours hours hours hours

Pl4cL?

flow m.loy wtkl.!;? weeks weeks weeks weeks weeks

How many hours
per wed.? hours hours hours hours hours
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APPENDIX III-0

DATA ANALYSIS --TZACEER STYLE

The two groups of teachers were compared by teaching behaviors (from the

classroom checklist) and by the student behaviors they elicited (from the

student behavior checklist, and the spontaneous and elaborated speech

observations). Within the groups of teachers who teach two classes, each

teacher is observed twice. In the comparison group, each teacher is

represented only once. The frequency of each variable to be examined is not

of primary importance in this analysis. What is more interesting is the

variance of each var iable. The variance of an observation may be considered

to consist of two parts: (1) the part due to the differences between the

different teachers, and (2) the part due to changes by the same teacher from

time to time. It is expected that between teachers, variance is about the

same for the two groups of teachers. If there is a difference between the

groups, it is expected to result from the greater consistency (less variance)

of teachers compared with themselves. To measure the difference in the

variances of the two groups, an P-test was performed. A P-test is a simple

ratio of the variances of the two groups which takes into account how many

observations were made. Listed in the following table are the signifiCant

results from these comparisons.

There were almost 100 comparisons made between these two groups at the .05

level of significance for both mean and variance differences. There were only

three statistically significant differences found between the groups can be

claimed. In contrast, 16 statistically significant differences in variances

were observed. As expected, the group of duplicate teachers showed smaller

variances than the comparison group. In only three cases was the trend

reversed--just about what would be expected by chance.
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Table III-D-1

DATA ANALYSIS -- TEACHES STYLE

Teacher Variables

Boardwriting
Literacy Props
Tape
Discussion
Role Play/
Teacher-Student

Grammatical
Patterns

Vocabulary
Pronunciation
Medical

Orientation
Targeting :Other
Spoken Responses
Feedback:Other
Time on Task

Student Variables

Spontaneous to
Teacher

Reading Orally
Other an Task
Time on Task
Spontaneous

Average
Elaborated

Average

Dup;icittee

Mn SD

2.3 0.53 1.8 0.30 2.19 3.14
1.0" 0.11 1.1 0.21 1.39 3.88
1.1 0.16 1.1 0.35 0.59 5.00
1.3 0.28 1.3 0.58 0.24 4.29

1.0 0.05 1.0 0.12 0.56 5.00

1.3 0.28 1.5 0.5E 0.90 4.13
1.2 0.18 1.6 0.40 2.16 5.06
1.2 0.19 1.4 0.43 1.32 4.93

1.2 0.34 1.1 0.14 0.93 5.69

1.2 0.36 1.1 0.15 0.37 5.49
2.2 0.43 2.6 0.41 2.15 1.11
1.3 0.35 1.5 0.74 0.61 4.49
6.6 0.54 6.9 0.16 0.13 12.12

1.2
1.4
1.4

0.98

1.50
2.10
1.80

0.02

0.43 0.36

0.12 0.13

*The value of T which is associated

Mn SD

3.1
1.4
4.2

0.95

0'.82 0.80 1.28 5.04

0.30 0.34

with a probability of .05 with

2.10
0.70
5.60
0.06

T*

2.32
1.47
1.32

1.22

2.04
8.66
9.51
6.59

1.42 6.70

Which is
F. Greater?

D,M
COT
C,V
C,V

C,V

C,V
C,V
D,V

D,V
D,V
C,M
C,V
Cei

C,M
D,V
C,V

Cry

C,V

degrees of
freedom is .

**The value of F which is associated
freedom is

Key: Mn is Mean

SD = Standard Deviation
D Duplicate
M Mean
C = Comparison
V = Variance

with a probability of .05 with degrees of
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APPENDIX III -E

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION COVER SHEET

Observer Class ID

Date Teacher

Program Scheduled Time

Day of Observation 1 st (-2nd 3 rd

Classroom Environment:

Type of Building

Temperature

External Noise Level

Lighting

Amount of Space

Classroom Location

Children Present No Yes

Other Factors

1. Now make seating chart on Spontaneous Speech Sheet.
Circle seats, fill out age and sex.

2 Put an "X" through any seats whose student is 'blocked from view.

3. Don't collect data on blocked students.

4. Use your random numbers chart and choose 5 students for student
behavior observation.

5. Put the seat number of those students on the Student Behavior Sheet.

6. Turn on the tape and start the general observation.



Other
Person
Answered

"Leveler" Tallies"

No Inapprop.
Response Response

Approp. Approp. Approp.
Nonstd. Std. Elaborated

_

31 7
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STUDENT aulAvioR OILSCINATIoN

t. 1 minute per student
2. 6 seconds allotted for each

column (check 1 box per column)
3. 30 seconds for coding contPst
4. repeat

DR im English Directed Response/Unison

ST m English Spontaneous to Teacher

SS s. English Epontaneous to Student
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CT English Elaboration to Teacher

ES = English Elaboration to Student

LIT = Lt to Teacher

LIS = LI to Student

7T 7 Language to Teacher

7S = ? Language to Student

RO = Reading Oral

RS = Reading Silent

W = Writing

0 = Othei on Task

= Can't Tell

- a Off Task
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TEACHER INSTRUCTIONS FOR 0SING LEVELER

1. Please read the questions in the order given. Read them word for word,

exactly as written.

2. Go around the room in order, asking the next numbered question to the

next student. Don't skip any Studentsit's expected that same son't
be able to answer the question.

3. If the student doesn't answer the question, just go on-to the next
student in order, asking the next question on the list.

4. Go down the list and around the roam until all students have been given
one question.

5. If you ran out of questions, just go back to question number 1 and
continue around.

Thanks for your time and help!



MDT GUESTIONS

Where are you froa?

Mat's your address?

What's your date of birth?

What do you do shorn you are sick?

What time do you 10 home fros school?

More do you live?

What do people call you?

What languages do you speak?

Are you serried or single?

What's your phone woke?

Na. long have you keen living in the United States?

Nom long have you buss studying English?

Mom do you get to school?

What do you do for a liviog?

When did you coos to Cues of this city)?

What kind of transportation do you take to school?

Mos siny people live in your house?

What's your native country?

Nov aid are you?

Hom old sera you ohm you lift your country?

ten did you arriveirrve n the

Mat': your name

When do you cost to school?

How 'any zhildran do you have?

Fors 46
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APPENDIX IV

DISCUSSION GUIDELINES

Administrator Discussion Guidelines

I. (Note sex, age, ethnicity) What is your background and experience in
working with ESL and refugees?

2. When was your program set up?

3. How has it changed since then?

4. What do you envision it looking Like two years from now?

5. What does your program do best? (What are its greatest strengths?)

6. What are the greatest barriers the program has in delivering effective
English language training? Sow would you like to see these barriers
overcome?

7. Saw do you see your role as administrator?

8. What do you spend most of your time doing (planning, budget, supervising,
teaching, etc.)?

9. Do you ever visit classes? Formally or informally? Sow often?

10. Does the grogram have written objectives? (If yes, ask to obtain a
copy.) Who developed them? If there are no written objectives, what do
you see as the primary objectives of your program? How is progress
toward objectives assessed?

11. What follow up is done on exittng students?

12. Does your program have a written curriculum? (If yes, ask for a copy.)
Do aII the teachers know about it? Is it required that they follow it?
Sow much discretion do teachers have in planning their lessons, choosing
methods, materials, etc.?

13. Are teachers given planning time built into their day or hourly wage? Do
you think that teachers are overburdened, or is their workload about
right?

14. Are there regular staff meetings? When was the last one? Are staff
meetings mandatory?

15. What kinds of inservice training have been offered to the staff in the
last year. Are staff paid to attend?

269 34 0



Administrator Discussions - Continued

16. Do you feel there are any particular English language training approaches
or materials that are particularly effective for the target population
(SE Asian refugees with little educational background)? Has the program
developed any of its own materials? (Ask to collect later.! What
emphasis do you feel should be placed on literacy training versus
speaking?

17. What teacher characteristics or experience do you feel are best for
teaching English to SE Asian refugees with little or no educational
background?

18. What assessment techniques does your program use for student placement
and diagnosis? Is it mandatory? What instruments are used? (Ask to

collect a copy later.) Who administers it?

19. Doss your refugee program have a separate advisory board or other formal
links with employers, other agencies, and/or refugee community leaders?

20. In your view, what are the most important links for programs to maintain
with other parts of the community?

21. Sow often do you meet with other local ESL providers? Who sponsors such

meetings?

22. Abe volunteers recruited to help in your program? Sow are they used?

does the recruiting? How can volunteerism be increased?

23. Describe the links between employment services for refugees in your area
and your program?

24. Describe the links among eligibility for Refugee Cash Assistance,
employment services and participation in English language training.

25. How helpful is your English language program in getting students jobs?
What kinds of lobs do they get?

26. In general, how much do you feel employment helps refugees' English
skills compared to class?

27. In your opinion, how can private sector support English langauge training
services for refugees?

28. Other comments.
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Student Discussion Guidelines

1. How did you learn about this program?

2. Why did you choose this program?

3. How long have you been studying here?

4. How do you get to school (transportation)?

5. How do you practice English outside of class? Who do you practice with?
Do you study outside of class?

6. For you, what is the most difficult thing about learning English?

7. What do you think is the easiest thing about learning English?

S. Do you and your teacher talk in English outside of the classroom?

9. Who do you talk to if you have problems with schoolwork?

10. (Note sex and ethnic group here.) How old are you? What is your
previous education? (If tone, ask: Can you read at least a little bit
in your native language?) When did you arrive in the U.S.?

11. Do you think my being in class today made the class any different?
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Teacher Discussion Guidelines

1. How long have you been teaching here? How long have you been teaching
ESL or working with refugees? With what groups?

2. What is your goal for your students?

3. What do you see as the greatest barrier or impediment to ysar being an
effective ESL teacher?

4. Do you follow a curriculum designated by the program? If no, why not?

5. Does the program provide you with the materials, training, and other
kinds of support you need? If no, what else do you need? Is the
physical environment you teach in appropriate?

6. When was the last time you had a staff meeting? When was the last
inservica training?

7. How do you share teaching problems (formally, informally, who, etc.)? Do

you know what other teachers in the program are doing?

6. Does anyone evaluate your class? Do you get feedback on it?

9. How do you influence decision making in the program?

10. How do various ethnic gA.oups provids input in program design or
implementation?

11. Are there special considerations in planning for teaching ESL to this
population compared with other ESL students?

12. What methods do you use and why?

13. What materials and methods do you consider most effective for this
population (SE Asian refugees with little educational background) and
level?

14. How do yoty track students' progress? Is the instrument you use provided
by the program? Is it required by the program? How often do you use it?

15. What are reasons for refugees coming or not coming to class? How is your
attendance (on an average day, what peroes4i; uE students are there)?

16. What is the students' greatest harrier or tmediment in acquiring English?

17. What do you feel the strongest determinant is in students' successfully
acquiring English (e.g., teaching, individual background, family, etc.)?
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Teacher Discussion - Continued

18. What do ycu feel is the most important trait or experience an ESL teacher
needs for teaching this population?

19. How much emphasis do you think should be placed on reading and writing
vs. speaking in learning ESL?

20. Bow has my preSence in your class affected the class? Were the classes
more or less typical, or different than usual?



Bilingual Aide. Discussion Guidelines

1. (Note sex and ethnic group.) Bow old are you? What is your educational
background? What is your work experience with ESL and/or refugees?

2. What kinds of tasks are you called upon to do?

3. Is your work load too heavy or about right?

4. What are some of the difficulties you have in performing your assigned
tasks?

What percentage of your time is spent in classes? What do you spend most
of your time on?

6. Bow does the program respond to your suggestions?

7. Do teachers and administration provide you with enough support to do your
job? If not, what else could they do to help?

8. Bow much contact do you have with teachers in the program outside of
class?

9. Do you have any contact with students outside of class? Do students ever
contact you at home? What do they need?

10. From your contacts with students, what do you think are the most
important English needs of students in your ethnic group?

11. What are things the program could do to fill those needs?

12. In your opinion, what emphasis should be given to reading and writing vs.
speaking in English language training?

13. How is instruction here helping students find jobs?

14. How much English do you think students learn in school compared to at
work?
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A APP EL= V

Interview No .

Interviewer

COMMUNITY SURVEY INS' 1K NT

(English Language ye on)

Date

City

Ethnic Group

Person Interviewed

Address

Telephone No.

COMMUNITY SURVEY

Form Approved
OMB *0950 -0285
Expires 9-30-82

Study of Refugee English Language Training

A. Household Information

1. How many people live in your household?

2. How many adults 20 or older live in your household?

3. How long have you lived at this residence?

4. Do you have a telephone? (Yes/No)

5. Is anycne in your household receiving public assistance? (Yes/No)

346275



B. Individual Inft)rmatioL-Background Characteristics

Please tell me about lourself and each member of your household aged 20 or older.

1. flow old is

Sex N, M/F 14/F

3. How 1,11,:.! years of
edit( all in nal.]

country?

4. What. 1.Anquaqes does

speak?

5. What languages does
iead or write

a little?

6. When did
in U.S.:

M/F M/F

years years years years years

7. Is working now? Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No
If yeti:

a. flow many hours
did work hours hours hours hours
loot week?

O. how much money
did earn
hi:d week?

8. Has worked in
the ,s:;t in U.S.?

9. flow Icol has

(till i this artia)

years

months

hours

Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No

years

months

years years

months montjis

years
months



10. d. How would you
best aescribe

's ability

to speak English?
(chootie tine)

1. not at all
2. d few words
3. a little
4. fair
S. wall

N.)

b. Which of these
things can
at) without an
interpreter?

First
Month
in U.S.

IPM=1Wri

First First

Month Month
in U.S. Now in U.S.

First
Month
in U.S. Now

First
Month
in U.S

tike bus,
count change,
or get hvlp
Ill an emetgency

-----------

spcak alittl
in English with
:,omeone they kno

Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No Yes/No

Yes/No Yes /No

Yes/No

Yes/No

c ,ail speak alittle
in Enqli!ih with

4. , .11 1-ok 101 a

349

Yes /No

Yes/No Yes/No

Yes/No Yes/No

Yes/No Yes/No

Yes/No Yes /No Yes/No Yes/No

Yes/N

Yes/b.

Yes/K

Yes/No Yes/No f Yes /f
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11 . Did ___ :it udy

_

English bett)re
coming to this area?

Place?

flow many weeks?
-

weeks weeks weeks weeks weeks'

i kw many hours
per week/ hours hours hours hours

k

hours

Placci
.

ilow massy weeks? weeks weeks weeks weeks weeks- --
I low many hours
per week? hours hours hours hours hours

Place?

flow agly weeks? weeks weeks weeks weeks weeks
4

flow many hours
per week? hours hours hours hours hours
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